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Introduction 


Woven into world politics there is a self-perpetuating international 
military order. It is a hierarchy of power based on war, on the threat 
of war and on permanent preparations for it. 

The components of this order are states, armed forces, 
businesses and enterprises and their political and intellectual 
supports. They draw their legitimacy, their credibility and their 
functions from one another. US and Soviet nuclear forces are each 
justified by reference to the other. The import of sophisticated 
weapons by one state sustains the arms industry of another. The 
need for solidity in one military bloc is affirmed by the seeming 
solidity of the other. Intent on safeguarding ‘national security’, each 
contributes to the ambient insecurity on which they all thrive. 

Unplanned and unforeseen at its beginnings after the second 
world war, the international military order is based on relations of 
mutual threat and reliance, of domination and concession, of 
conflict and collaboration. They reveal themselves in many ways: in 
the nuclear arms race, in the international trade in arms, in the 
confrontation of military blocs, in the high incidence of military rule. 

At the apex of the hierarchy are the two superpowers, mutually 
reinforcing in their competition. Immediately below are their major 
allies, following their lead more or less willingly, and China. The 
third tier consists of the major clients — the superpowers’ lesser 
military allies, and the few major states that try to stand aside from 
the cold war, the non-aligned. For the superpowers, such states are 
important, but fickle. In the fourth tier come the poorest and 
weakest states — generally ignored, unless they happen to brush 
against a larger interest, when they may be bought or bullied as 
circumstances and tactics dictate. 

The states at and near the top of the order have fought most of 
their wars in the territories of other states. Their mutual relations 
are regulated by the threat of war rather than by war itself, by 
insistent preparations for a war that would be suicidal. But cold war 
has not resolved their conflicts; rather, it has exacerbated and 
entrenched them. War between them has been deferred, not 
deterred. 

The period since 1945 is one of unremitting but selective 
warfare: most of the victims have been in the poor countries. These 
unfortunate hosts to hot wars have often suffered from proxy 
contests between East and West, but they also know wars along 
other lines of division — the North-South axis, and regional and civil 
wars of a more traditional kind. 


The ensemble of power relations encompassed by the inter- 
national military order is not the only force shaping international 
politics. But, increasingly, it pervades the rest. Economic 
competition, efforts to defend, extend or, in many countries, create 
political freedoms, attempts to eliminate malnutrition, curable 


diseases and other scourges - all feel the constraining hand of the 
military order. 

In this atlas, within the limits of available information, we have 
set out to depict the global reach of the international military order. 
We record the wars since 1945, nearly three hundred of them, and 
their outcomes. We show something of the preparations and 
potential of a future war. We show the distribution of military 
hardware and people, the networks of bases and communication 
stations, the political division of the world, the uses of armed force 
short of war. The atlas depicts the economic, industrial and 
commercial aspects of the international military order — military 
spending, production and trade — and the hierarchy of power which 
they reveal. We show something of the political and ecological 
effects of all this activity, and of the growing opposition to it. 

But the international military order is not just a dangerous and 
unstable equilibrium between states. It is based on conditions 
within states, where power devolves on those who translate its 
spirit of universal siege into domestic policies. It reinforces the 
most regressive aspects of each national society. Waste on a 
colossal scale, centralised power, inaccessible hierarchies and 
overblown bureaucracies are complemented by mutual fear and 
hostility, the glorification of violence, the disabling of dissent and 
the curtailing of freedom and human dignity. None of these is new, 
but all owe their contemporary severity to the international military 
order. 

Yet it is not possible to depict with any authority the effects of 
the international military order on the lives, behaviour and 
intentions of the mass of people who have no power within it. 
Little can be said in the format of an atlas about the way armed 
force is used to organise ethnic and class divisions, or about the 
way those divisions are used to organise armed force. Still less is 
known about the lives of women, largely excluded from the military 
even as their gender stereotypes are included in its ideology. It is 
beyond our reach to map the relationship between state violence 
and the distancing of women from power, or men from routine 
childcare. 

The problem is that there is an information order serving social 
and international power. If knowledge is power, control of 
information enhances it. Ignorance is weakness, not bliss. That is 
why the majority of people are hidden from history. That is why the 
most revealing information is regularly the least available. The 
control, deployment and, ultimately, the content of information 
reflect the interests of those who control and deploy social 
resources. 

Military information is an extreme case. Invariably incomplete, it 
reflects the specialist view of specialised fighting machines as well 
as their secretiveness. What we show in this atlas is what is 
known, not what is. As a result, the atlas very often depicts 
expressions of military power rather than its reality. It is particularly 
striking that, for most wars since 1945, there is little reliable 
information on the numbers of people killed, injured and displaced. 

Fortunately, power is not easily conserved. Although the rich 
and powerful do everything to bend popular perceptions along 
their own sight paths, they do not always succeed. Now and again, 


people reject their view. And in that lie opportunity and hope, for 
not even the international military order can withstand systematic 
rejection of authority within it. 


The maps show the territories of states as generally recognised in 
mid-1982. Where areas are in dispute — as Namibia, Western 
Sahara, Palestine, Eritrea, Kurdistan — they are treated in 
accordance with UN practice. Taiwan is treated as an independent 
state, although neither the Taiwanese nor the Chinese authorities 
regard it as such, but as an integral part of China over which both 
claim sovereignty. 

The maps depict events, statistical information and political 
judgements. Comments on the information — on its source, 
reliability and limitations and, in some cases, the methodology 
which produced it — are included in the Notes to the Maps at the 
end of the atlas. Our sources are indicated cryptically on each map. 
Full bibliographical details are given in Sources for the Maps, also 
at the end of the atlas. 

Connections and cross-references with maps in other sections of 
the atlas are suggested in the arrows in the bottom right-hand 
corner of each map. 


A book of this sort comes out of the work of many people. Some of 
them are recognised in the list of sources. Others, who have given 
us their personal advice and assistance, are also listed there, 
except for those — in business, government and the military — who 
prefer to remain unacknowledged. 

There are some whose full contribution can never be adequately 
recognised. Without the creativity and commitment of Anne 
Benewick and Nina Kidron at Pluto Press, the idea of the atlas 
could not have been transformed into a publishing project, and the 
project would not have materialised as a book. And without David 
Williams, who supervised production, and the entire team at Pluto, 
we would have lacked the unique climate in which this, as so 
many other ideas, can flourish. Malcolm Swanston and his 
colleagues have provided inspired cartography and visualisation; 
and Marsha Austin a sense of colour and design. David Kewley of 
Pan Books has been unfailingly enthusiastic and helpful. 

We thank them all unreservedly. Above all, we thank each other 
for stimulus, encouragement and forbearance. 


Michael Kidron 
Dan Smith 
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Part One: War since 1945 


There have been about three hundred wars since 1945. There 
has been no single day free of war and few islands of 
tranquillity. 

Resort to arms has always been a basic component of power. 
This does not mean it is inevitable, but it is a major social and 
political force. 

The global reach and destructiveness of modern armed forces 
are such that war and preparations for war have become a 
source of worldwide insecurity, and not merely its reflection. 
War now has the potential, not only to determine, but to 
terminate social and political organisation. States which seek 
power and protection by means of nuclear arsenals impose the 
risk of destroying all life. 

Wars since 1945 have been fought for traditional reasons — 
between states contesting regional power, and between 
contestants for domestic state power. Both types of war have 
been fought primarily to influence the reordering of sovereignty 
which attended the collapse of the old European empires. 
Initially, they were mainly wars of independence from imperial 
rule; subsequently, they were fought mainly between the 
legatees of empire. In their collapse, those old empires, won by 
war, produced causes for a new round of wars. 

Some of these wars have been beneath the interest of the 


superpowers. But in the spinning of new webs of international 
power, many wars have seen the active intervention of the USA 
and USSR — as armourers, advisers, sponsors, combatants. For 
behind and within the hot wars has been the cold war between 
the superpowers and their respective allies. Through all its 
changes of intensity, this confrontation and the permanent 
preparation for war it entails have underpinned the international 
military order and provided its main lines of division. 

The extent of war is shown in general terms in Map 1: A 
World at War and in more detail in Maps 2 to 4: Wars 1945-82. 
In Map 7 we show such information as there is about the 
immediate victims of war. It is incomplete. The bodies have not 
all been counted. The less immediate victims — the refugees, the 
bereaved, the victims of famine caused by war — are similarly un- 
counted, little acknowledged. They enter the news only when 
political points can be scored by their suffering, and then only 
briefly. 

The outcome of war is often in doubt. It regularly produces no 
gain, only loss. And when war does produce a recognisable gain 
for one side, that must often be defended by further war. The 
conflicts through which the state of Israel has been constructed, 
confirmed and expanded are a case in point (see Map 5: Moah 
Barzel). 

In one respect in recent years, wars have departed from the 
classic pattern. Civil wars have been internationalised, not 
merely by the intervention of a superpower, or of another state 
acting for a superpower, but by being exported. Some 
dimensions of this modern variant of war — assassinations, 
bomb attacks, kidnappings, embassy occupations — are revealed 
in Map 6: Caught in the Crossfire. 

In exercises and manoeuvres, armed forces practise 
constantly for possible future wars (see Map 7: Practice Makes 
Perfect). But they also have other, more immediate functions. 
Zapad-81 (which means West-81), held in September of that 
year, was not only the largest Soviet military manoeuvre for 
many years. It was also extremely significant in the prelude to 
martial law in Poland, imposed in December 1981. The exercise 
was extensively reported in the press and on television, in the 
USSR and Eastern Europe as well as in the West. Such publicity 
is by no means unusual and is often much of the point. 

The possible nature of the war to end war is shown in Map 8: 
Ground Zero. Death and suffering on this kind of scale are hard 
to imagine, impossible to quantify. Yet the war we depict on the 
map would use only one-third of the world nuclear stockpile and 
in that sense would be a limited nuclear war. So far we have 
been spared, but ours is a warring planet and there can be no 
guarantee that this good fortune will continue indefinitely. 
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Israel’s Expansion 


Israel as proposed by United Nations, 
November 1947 


Ea annexed, 1948-49 

E occupied, 1967 

evacuated by agreement, September 1978 
E= occupied, 1982 

| other countries 


Israeli settlements, West Bank 1981 


e  inposition 


e planned 


The Population Seesaw 


The population in the current area 

of Israel and the occupied territories 
was 65 per cent Arab and 35 per cent 
Jewish in 1947. In 1982 it was 

63 per cent Jewish and 37 per cent 
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5. Moah Barzel 


In operation, Moah Barzel (Iron Brain) Israeli troops i 
invaded west Beirut, shortly before the Phalangist militia”s 
massacre of Palestinians in September 1982. 
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6. Caught in the Crossfire 


Cheap transport and instant communication enable 
domestic enemies to damage their opponents or gain 
spectacular publicity abroad. In an ordinary week three 
Poss? SN such incidents occur. 
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and West Germany. In this scenario, set 
on a typical June day, the 172 nuclear ` 
bases are attacked in mutual pre-emptive 

strikes. Up to 40 million civilians would die, w 
out of a combined population of 76 million. 


“Limited Nuclear War’ 
The Two Germanies 


‘One small part of what would 
probably grow rapidly into a global 
nuclear battlefield.’ 
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E 200 — 600 rads 
(lethal in 50% of cases) 


Sources: Ambio, no. 2 — 3, 1982; 
The Effects of Nuclear War, 1980. 
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Source: Ambio, no. 2 — 3, 1982. 


Part Two: Weaponry 


The USA and the USSR are unmatched in their acquisition of 
the hardware of war. Not only do they command the full panoply 
of modern weapons, they define its extent. They set the 
standards and the fashion for states lower down the hierarchy. 
Immediately below them are states possessing a wide range of 
the most sophisticated conventional weapons, some of them 
members of the nuclear club. Below them, following the fashion 
begins to fade into imitation, with each state buying something 
of almost everything. At the bottom, the poorest and weakest 


Purchase a little of something, sometimes for use, often for 
appearances. 

Within this global hierarchy, there is a series of local and 
regional ones. It can be exemplified by Uruguay and Paraguay 
between Argentina and Brazil, or by the disparities of power in 
Southern Africa. 

Yet the hierarchies are not stable. If anything should alert us 
to the dangers of nuclear proliferation and the weakness of the 
safeguards against it, it is the Israeli bombing raid in September 
1980 on Osiraq, the Iraqi nuclear reactor. Although Iraq is a 
party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, it was suspected 
by Israel, a non-party, of preparing to evade the treaty’s 
provisions by proceeding from nuclear research to the manufac- 
ture of nuclear weapons (see the inset to Map 70: Insecurity in 
Numbers). 

These dangers will remain as long as nuclear-armed states 
retain their nuclear arsenals. Israel and South Africa are 
suspected of already having nuclear weapons. India conducted a 
nuclear test in 1974. Along with the majority of states, the 
superpowers have acknowledged the dangers in the spread of 
nuclear weapons by supporting the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. But they oppose nuclear proliferation as much because of 
its threat to their power as because of its threat to life. They 
have not merely retained their nuclear arsenals, they have 
increased and modernised them. Britain and France even argue 
that they should retain nuclear weapons to guard against the 
threats which will be produced by the very nuclear proliferation 
their examples encourage. 

Another of the darker sides of the international military order 
is the existence of chemical and biological weapons (see Map 
11: Bugs and Poisons). These weapons provoke deeply fearful 
reactions. As a result, their use has been alleged far more often 
than has been admitted, and they have been restricted by inter- 
national treaties. The 1925 Geneva Convention outlawed their 
use, except as retaliation in kind, and the production of biologi- 
cal weapons has been forbidden by the Biological Warfare 
Convention since 1975. The latter is the only treaty of actual 
disarmament agreed since 1945. Despite these agreements, it is 
clear that the science and technology of these weapons are 
available. How widely available is not known. 

The advance of military technology has opened frontiers 
which until recently only fantasists crossed. On a clear, summer 
night you can lie on your back out of doors and see several 
small coloured lights moving across the sky. They are satellites. 
About three-quarters of them are military and their functions are 
increasingly important to the superpowers’ military machines 
(see Map 12: Star Wars). Not the least crucial part of a war 
between the USA and USSR would be the war in outer space. 
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1945 First US nuclear test. a 

1949 First Soviet nuclear test. Bee ee 3 

1952 First British nuclear test. : 

1960 First French nuclear test. a 

1964 First Chinese nuclear test. F 
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1979 South Africa suspected of 
conducting nuclear test. 
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9. The Nuclear Stockpile 


There are over 50,000 nuclear 
warheads in the world. About 30,000 
are owned by the USA and about 
22,000 by the USSR. The UK owns 
more than 1000; and China and France 
each own several hundred. US plans for 
the 1980s include the manufacture of 
17,000 new nuclear warheads. 

Soviet plans are unknown. 
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The nuclear weapons club 
30 June 1982 
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Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
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10. Insecurity in Numbers 


The USA s original nuclear monopoly was broken by the USSR. 
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France, the USA and the USSR are the only 
states to manufacture lethal gas weapons. 


"We do not know whether France or the 
Soviet Union are currently expanding their 
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The 1925 Geneva Protocol 
as of 1 October 1981 


The 1925 Geneva Protocol prohibits wartime use 
of asphyxiating, poison and other gases and 
bacteriological warfare. It does not prohibit production 
or possession of these weapons. 
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Sources: SIPRI Yearbook 1982; SIPRI, The Problem of 
Chemical and Biological Weapons, Vol 1; Harris & Paxman, 
Julian Perry Robinson, personal communication. 
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The Biological Weapons Convention, in 
force since 1975, prohibits possession 
of biological agents and toxins of types 
and in quantities that have no peaceful 
or protective justifications. It thus goes 
further than the Geneva Protocol on 
biological weapons and toxins, but by 
allowing research into antidotes and 
other defensive measures also permits 
research into biological weapons 
themselves. 
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Source: Goldblat, 1982. 


‘Control of space will be decided in the next decade. 
If the Soviets control space, they can control the earth, 
as in past centuries the nation that controlled the seas 
dominated the continents.’ John F. Kennedy, 1960. 
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Star Wars 


Every ten seconds $4000 are spent on the military uses of outer - vs =... pete 
space. Every three days amilitary satellite is launched. ja sss 
Of 2725 satellites launched between 1957 and 1981, 1917 (70 

percent) were for military purposes. Military satellites are used for 
reconnaissance, early warning, communications, navigation and 
research, and will be used increasingly for mid-flight guidance for 
ballistic missiles. The USSR is deploying anti-satellite satellites 
while the USA develops anti-satellite missiles. 


The Space Shuttle 


In March 1981, NASA, the US National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, launched Orbiter Columbia, the first reusable 
space vehicle. 

Nine of the 44 missions planned for it up to September 1985 were 
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@ carry nuclear weapons virtually immune from attack 


@ carry people and materials for making weapons suchas high- 
power lasers. 


Sources. Jasani; Financial Times. 
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12. Star Wars 


ocean surveillan fe \ j / 
USA 18, — \ 


~: early warning 
)nnaissance N USA 22, USSR 25 


7725 


navigation j 
USAA®, USSR58 f 
ar 7 7 4 


communications 
USA 118, USSR 366, 
NATO 5, UK 4, France 2 


geodesy 
USA 19, USSR 16, 
France 5 


nuclear explosion detection 
USA 22 
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World's lergest ermies: China, about 3.9m 
soldiers; the USSR, ebout 1.8m soldiers. 
World’s smallest armies: Luxembourg, 690 
soldiers; Malta, 800 soldiers. The USSR’s 
ermy is the most heevily equipped; it has 
ebout 50,000 pieces of artillery, 50,000 
tanks end over 60,000 light armoured 
vehicles. 


Source: HSS, The Military Balance 1981-82. 
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13. On the Ground 
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14. In the Air 


There are about 60,000 combat aircraft in the 
world’s air forces. 60 per cent of them are 
owned by NATO and Warsaw Pact countries. 
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"With the emergence of her navy 
. . . the Soviet Union has gained 
new and wider possibilities for 
its use in peacetime to ensure 
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potential is being successfully | 4 
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Commander-in-Chief of the = warships | er | [wende | warfara ships 
Soviet Navy. = 
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“This in not an area in which the 
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Weinberger, US Secretary of 
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15. At Sea 
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Part Three: Global Reach 


The major rifts in world politics are defined by the international 
military order. At its core is the cold war — the superpowers’ 
rivalry for global influence and the confrontation of their 
respective blocs. Economic and political ties bring other states 
into the orbit of one side or the other. The cold war is in 
continuous flux as each superpower modifies its policies, 
seeking to gain new advantage and bring more states within its 
sphere of influence. The few that have succeeded in remaining 
outside the superpowers’ camps by exploiting the competition 
between them are constantly courted, sometimes threatened. 

There is no doubting the West's predominance in world 
affairs. But alliances and allegiances are not carved in granite. 
External and internal pressures on numerous states threaten 
their alignment, or their non-alignment. Many states have 
changed allegiance; some have been veritable shuttlecocks 
between the two sides. The division of the world in 1982 is 
shown in Map 16: Camps and Followers. 

Although Western influence is more widespread and in many 
ways far deeper than that of the USSR, it is less unified. The 
Westem camp is riven by internal disputes and rivalries, all the 
more intense in the crisis and recession of the late 1970s and 


early 1980s. The core states of the Western military alliance are 
more sharply divided than at any time since 1945 over major 
political and economic issues. And within those countries, there 
are growing challenges to both the international military order 
and their natienal positions within it. 

The components of the order are not locked in place simply 
by treaty and agreement. The foreign bases maintained by the 
major states, shown in Map 17: A Comer of a Foreign Field are 
more than the material manifestation of alliance, willing or 
enforced. They provide the possibility of far-flung military inter- 
vention in regional and national politics. For the states which 
host these bases, it is no light matter to ask their guests to leave 
before they are ready to go. 

Alliance and division are also locked in place internally within 
armed forces, by the internationalisation of military education 
and training. In Map 78: With a Little Help from their Friends, 
we show what we have been able to unearth of the multiple 
linkages up, down and across the international hierarchy of 
armed force. 

The first maps in this section reveal the extent of the West's 
global influence. Yet the USSR is not weak. Map 79: The Soviet 
Garrison depicts this strength, but the contrast with Map 20: 
The US Network, is telling. The USSR’s major military strength 
is heavily concentrated, in the USSR itself and in contiguous 
states. The USA's military strength is more widespread. Its 
global presence is infinitely greater. Its watchful eyes and inte- 
grated international communication system surround the USSR. 
Based on a more thrusting economic system, the USA's reach is 
more effortless and the USSR’s, therefore, all the more 
determined. 

Presence itself provides power. Where that is not enough, 
military strength can be used for coercion, short of war, by 
shows of force (see Map 27: Force Without War). In war, the 
military as an instrument of policy show a crushing directness 
and crudity. But that is only part of the repertoire: in other 
situations, the military instrument can be used with finesse. 

It is not easy for any state to escape the embrace of one or 
other side in the cold war. China is the most powerful of the 
non-aligned states. Map 22: China: The Middle Kingdom 
stresses its strategic role between the superpowers, and shows 
its massive armed forces and considerable military-industrial 
infrastructure. But the quantum leap to being a superpower 
comparable to the USA or USSR could be made, this century, 
only with assistance from abroad. The international military order 
restricts political options: states which would command power 
on the world stage must learn to play according to rules set by 
those which now dominate. 
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16. Camps and Followers 
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Range of Soviet Pacific Fleet's cruise missiles. 
This small and ageing part of the Soviet nuclear 
arsenal can reach 60 per cent of China’s population. 


The whole of China’s population is within reach 
of US and Soviet strategic missiles and bombers. 


Sources: Barnett; Bonds (ed); The Chinese Armed Forces Today; 
Defense of Japan 1980; IISS, The Military Balance 1981- 1982; 
Segal (ed); Segal in Survival Jan-Feb 1981, Mar-Apr 1982; í 
Sivard 1981; Tajima; Tan Eng Bok; US, Implication of i 

US - Chinese Cooperation. 


` 
Between 1949 when the Communists took power 
and 1957, China’s closest ally was the USSR, which 
provided modern equipment for China's armed 
forcesandindustry. 


Disputes bəgan in the late 1950s, leading to a 
military build-up on the border by 1965 and 
fighting in 1969. The USSR then unsuccessfully 
sought US acquiescence to a pre-emptive strike 
against China’s developing nuclear forces. 


In July 1971, US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
secretly visited Beijing. President Nixon’s official 
visit followed in February 1972. 


Within three years, China's trade with the USA 
multiplied 200 times to nearly $1 billion. Western 
investment was courted, foreign policy was \ 
adjusted and cautious first steps were taken i 
towerds a military relationship with the USA. 
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Progress has been limited. Soviet missile launches 
are jointly monitored. Intelligence on Afghanistan 
and Indochina is shared. Strategies, tactics and SS 
weapons are discussed. But there is no flow of >=, 
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Modernising China”s conventionalforces is a daunting 
project,both because of the cost — $300- 400 billion 
on weapons alone — and because of the difficulty 

of absorbing high technology in a country witha 
weak technical infrastructure. But the USA is not 
happy about China’s cheaper option — 

nuclear weapons. 


` China has purchased hardware from western 
Europe and knowhow from Japan. Contacts with 
Israel are rumoured. But without US backing, 
Chine cennot become a military superpower. 
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_ 22. China: The Middle Kingdom 


o p ` 


Ea Eq Eq Eq Ed 


AD 


ray) Don 
Tangu Yellow 8 
FA me s | 
m NE = 
b Él A |9uingdao i $ 
— r afi Dao 


| Lianyungang 


MR 


RI 
K 


China's airstrength ` ` EAST SEA 
Wenzhou FLEET 
[7 j 3 East China 
Va Sea 


mPingtan 


PEIEE 


"ú % I TAIWAN 


HONG KONG 
» "MACAO 


L A Zhanjiang 
"7 Beihai! 


r 


an internal dispute. 
Bc 


AM SOUTH SEA FLEET US Pacific Fleet 
| 4 ikou K ‘ 
x Al P H LL INES 
= 1 China and Taiwan both claim sovereig over the whole 
‘ of each other's territory and both parties call this. gp " 


Part Four: Resources 


Armed conflicts and armed peace are not cheap. The military 
have a great appetite for resources of every kind, from base 
metals to the highest flights of scientific imagination. They 
command a storehouse of skills and knowledge among the 
approximately 80 million people who work in and for the armed 
forces. 

The quantity and sophistication of resources devoted to the 
international military order are thrown into sharper relief when 
contrasted with what is available for other uses. To take a 
modest example, a single air-to-air missile can cost as much as 
the annual livelihood of 10,000 inhabitants of a country such as 


Bhutan. Rich states spend on official development aid to poor 
states less than half of one per cent of annual military spending 
worldwide. The contrast between the wealth devoted to military 
purposes and the poverty of much of humanity is obvious and 
notorious. It is a standing indictment of utterly distorted 
priorities. 

The economic effects of military spending remain a matter of 
controversy. There is an argument that the concentration of high 
technology in the military sector produces beneficial ‘spin-offs’ 
for civil industry. Examples over the years range from assembly- 
line production, through nuclear power, to computers and 
integrated circuits. Yet this suggests that had the same energies 
been devoted to civil technology, the same results could have 
been gained. What is undeniable is that resources used for one 
purpose are unavailable for others. And certainly, among 
western states, those which have spent the highest proportions 
of their national wealth on arms have recorded the lowest 
economic growth rates. 

The proportion of the world total spent on arms by each state 
is shown in Map 23: Hey, Big Spender. The cartogram 
technique used for this map reveals the hierarchy of the 
international military order. But the highest rates of increase in 
military spending tend to be found among the less elevated 
members of the hierarchy. The bigger proportions of national 
wealth devoted to arms spending tend to be found among the 
same states (see Map 24: The Military Bite). These states 
effectively seek a reordering of the global or regional hierarchy 
of military power. But in doing so, they follow the technological 
fashions set by the superpowers and their strongest allies. They 
thus aid the more powerful by providing a market for 
sophisticated weapons, and the gap between the superpowers 
and the rest remains enormous (see Map 25: Goliaths). 
Increased arms spending by some of the lesser states serves 
only to entrench the international military order. It makes 
nobody safer, and makes most of us poorer. 

Even the superpowers’ military machines can no longer be 
supplied entirely from their own or allied sources. They draw 
upon each other for some essentials. Part of this process is 
revealed in Map 28: Shuttle Service. And this serves to 
underline a crucial element of the international military order. 
There is an underlying unity between its major actors, even as 
they confront each other with the threat of ultimate destruction. 
The insecurity that each creates for the other creates in turn 
further insecurity which each requires to justify its existence. 
They feed upon each other. They collude in competition, 
collaborate in confrontation. They are the worst of enemies, and 
yet they need each other. 
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24. The Military Bite 
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Israel can fully mobilise its reserves within 24 hours, 
Switzerland within 48 hours and Sweden within 72 hours. 


Source: ISS, The Military Balance, 1981-82. 
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A US Bureau of Mines, Minerals Yearbook 1980; 
Sources: Sassoon; Morgan ; US Council on Environmental Quality, The Global 2000; US House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Africa. 
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Part Five: 
The Market Place 


As the world economy slipped into recession in the 1970s, the 
international arms trade boomed, at least doubling in value. At 
the same time more states began to produce weapons and 
more became established arms exporters. The market grew, but 
also became more competitive, and with this came new inter- 
laced patterns of power and dependence. 

On the supply side of the arms trade, a few states see actual 
or virtual self-sufficiency in arms production as essential to their 
security. This policy means they must support an industry 
turning out ever more expensive and elaborate weapon systems. 
The increasing expense forces them to transfer some of the 
costs abroad through exports. 

The major arms makers have thus come to rely on their allies 
and on third world states as essential additions to their home 
markets. Without exports, several major production lines would 
not be viable. This is why international arms fairs are so 
massive, arms corporations’ brochures so lavish, the record of 
kickbacks and corruption so extensive. The states in the upper 
tiers of the international military order have come to depend on 
those below them. From this stems the ultimate contradiction of 
the arms trade, exemplified in the South Atlantic war of 1982: 


when the British government went to war with Argentina, it 
faced an enemy largely equipped by itself and its allies. 

On the demand side of the arms trade, an increasing number 
of states buy the appurtenances of modern military power to 
guarantee sovereignty and security. Their armed forces become 
more industry-orientated than their societies, using their 
growing influence to obtain greater resources. Such states 
become dependent on military technologies they cannot 
reproduce and increasingly reliant on the major arms suppliers. 

For many states, the way out of this tangle is to manufacture 
arms themselves. But if they do no more than manufacture 
them, they remain dependent on external sources for their 
designs. Indeed, this turns out to be a greater dependence than 
before, since they have now committed more industrial 
resources to their military effort. The intricacies of power are 
such that, if they go further, to establish autonomous design 
capacities for at least some weapons, they become more 
enmeshed in the international military order. For to cover the 
enormous costs involved, they must sell their products on the 
international market, competing for orders on terms set by the 
most powerful in the business. 

The first four maps in this section show the geography of the 
production, export and import of arms. They reveal again the 
starkness of the hierarchy in the international military order. 
They also show its potential instability in the spread of arms 
production and appearance of new arms exporters. As 
commercial competition intensifies the major exporters find that 
they must sell not only hardware, but also knowledge. The 
network of licences and agreements for producing weapons of 
foreign design is shown in Map 33: Sharing the Spoils. 
Collaborative design projects indicate the response of major 
powers to the economic burdens of military-industrial self- 
sufficiency. Ironically, for rich and poor states alike, a policy 
based on assumptions of independence and sovereignty leads 
inexorably into a network of interdependence. 

When arms are big business, wars become a way of dis- 
playing wares. They become real-life testing grounds. Each war 
is closely examined, not only for its tactical and strategic lessons 
but also for hints on market opportunities. It is merely good 
business practice for the British Ministry of Defence to arrange 
‘Floater 83’, a floating exhibition of military equipment, hoping 
that the label ‘proved in the Falklands’ will help to increase arms 
sales in the Middle East. Map 34: War Fair looks at the South 
Atlantic war through the eyes of industrialists and importers, 
eyes which see little besides the equations of cost effective- 
ness. A cynic might be tempted to believe that war is becoming 
the pursuit of commerce by other means. 
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30. The ArmsSellers 


‘There is no exact, reliable or even reasonable information 
as to the real value of the international arms trade.’ 
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 1980 
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31. The Arms Buyers 
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This cartogram is based on suspect information 
end peculiar regional groupings. The comparison it 
provides between the sizes of the US and Soviet 
militery industrial complexes is simply wrong. But 
the work on which the mep is based provides the 
only comprehensive set of figures aveilable and 
emphasises the essential point — that military 
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33. Sharing the Spoils 


The international arms trade includes a 
trade in knowledge. Licences can be 
purchased for domestic production of 
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Part Six: 
Collateral Damage 


‘Collateral damage’ is an American military term which des- 
cribes the unintended but unavoidable destruction caused by 
warfare. When a military target is attacked, it is only too likely 
that civilians will also be hurt. This may often be regretted, but 
is never allowed to deter the military from their task. In a larger 
sense, the international military order inflicts many social, 
political, moral and human casualties, which are widely deplored 
even as the policies which necessarily create them are pursued. 
Many of the products of this larger collateral damage are treated 
throughout this atlas. Further, specific, aspects are dealt with in 
the maps of this section. 

The ultimate victim of collateral damage may be humanity 
itself. In the meantime, human beings and our natural and social 
environments are continuing victims. In much of-the world, 
military rule is an established norm (see Map 35: Military Rule). 
Some countries where the military have ruled in the past may 
now have a different form of government. Yet the memory of 
previous domination by the armed forces restricts the range of 
political choice. 


Military organisations have their own interests, their own 
conceptions of what is right and wrong, acceptable and un- 
acceptable. Deliberately isolated in work, domicile, dress and 
behaviour from the society it is their ostensible function to 
protect, their values develop a particular authoritarian slant. With 
their own right to dissent from order strictly circumscribed, they 
tend to regard the dissent of others with impatience. Used to 
preparing against enemies, they tend to see enemies every- 
where. To protect society from itself, they step in and 
systematically repress its freedoms while showing no great 
record of competence in economic or social management. 

Of course, there are occasions when the armed forces of a 
country have been the instruments for overthrowing dictator- 
ship, as in Portugal in 1974. But such incidents are, in the 
general run of world affairs, minor exceptions. 

Absence of military rule does not mean, however, the absten- 
tion of the military from social and political affairs. All armed 
forces exist at least as much for purposes of domestic control as 
for reasons of external security. Many armed forces receive a 
particularly intense degree of training for this domestic role, and, 
as Map 36: The Military as Police shows, many have a wealth of 
experience in confronting enemies at home. The distinction 
beween police and military functions is all too easily lost and, 
with it, civil freedoms and rights. As the policing function is 
militarised and the military becomes practised in certain kinds 
of policing, so dissent is treated as if it were criminal, first in the 
thinking of the military and police, and later in practice. 

In many countries, the social environment is a fragile compro- 
mise that permits some room for freedom, some possibility of 
progress. The natural environment is even more sensitive. All 
the major human enterprises of industrialisation and exploitation 
of natural resources affect the natural environment, often 
upsetting the intricate delicacy of the system. In the age of the 
international military order, war and preparations for war wreak 
particular havoc. 

The deployment of nuclear weapons courts great risks. The 
dangers of accident are alarming enough in themselves, but they 
are even more threatening as potential triggers of nuclear 
holocaust. Human fallibility is revealed in Map 37: Broken 
Arrows, Bent Spears. 

Armed forces have never respected the natural environment. 
In the name of protecting freedom and providing security, they 
have denied its use to others. They have destroyed it 
inadvertently in the course of war. They have destroyed it 
deliberately in order to destroy the people it supports. They have 
poisoned it (see Map 38: The Martyred Earth) in their tests of 
nuclear weapons. 
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37. Broken Arrows, Bent Spears 


Nuclear missiles have been launched 
accidentally on at least three occasions. 
We know more about US accidents than 
those of any other state. 
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Poisoned Air 
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38. Martyred Earth 


As fighting forces become more technically 
sophisticated they damage each other 
relatively less and nature relatively more. 
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Part Seven: Break-up? 


The international military order, a hierarchy of power based on 
war, the threat of war and on permanent preparations for war, is 
one way of organising world affairs. It is not a productive, 
generous, humane or safe way. And it is not the only way. It is 
not often recognised for what it is: one of many options, created 


by the powerful for their own benefit and aggrandisement. 

Its current costs are high; its potential costs are beyond 
reckoning. It has brought us close to catastrophe, and questions 
whether or not human society has a future at all, let alone an 
attractive one. 

Even at the heart of the international military order, all is not 
well. The growing costs of military technology are imposing 
intolerable strains on the most powerful of states. Stockpiling 
the most destructive weapons provides no sense of increased 
security. Economic recession and political crisis provide irritants 
for the management of military alliance. Many governments, 
even where the military rule, cannot rely on more than a small 
elite of the armed forces. And disaffection and demoralisation 
may be rampant in the forces (see Map 39: Achilles’ Heel), even 
where there are no major political disagreements between the 
military and the government. These are circumstances which 
may lead to desperate and dangerous actions. But they may also 
provide a moment in which the military role itself is questioned, 
challenged, changed. 

Outside the military institutions a rebellion is going on against 
some of the consequences of the international military order, 
against the distortion of priorities evidenced by high spending 
on the military, against the view that more weapons provide 
more security. Growing numbers of people see themselves, not 
as the fortunate beneficiaries of a great deal of protection, but as 
the certain victims should permanent military confrontation spill 
over into hot war. 

The movements shown in Map 40: A New Order? are recent 
and they are fragile entrants to the political stages of their 
countries. They have affected public attitudes about the new 
weapons at the forefront of an intensified arms race and military 
confrontation. But they face a powerful and sophisticated 
opposition capable of utilising a wide range of counter-tactics. 
So deep is the political entrenchment of the international 
military order that these movements have barely begun to shift 
state policies. 

The leading military powers cannot get us out of the historic 
pit which they daily deepen. If there is to be an alternative, 
based on a greater respect for humanity and for our natural 
environment, it must come from a popular movement. 


Once a system has been recognised for what it is, a matter of 
social and political choice, alternatives can be conceived. 
Millions of people now understand the dangers of continuing on 
our present path and are glimpsing the outlines of an alternative. 
They have decided that something can and must be done. That 
is no small thing. 
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39. Achilles’ Heel 
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decided to deploy 464 cruise missiles 
and 108 Pershing II missiles in 
western Europe, beginning late 1983. 
At the end of the same month, the 
Soviet army moved in strength into 
Afghanistan. From then, the 
disarmament movements of western 
Europe began a spectacular 
resurgence. By late 1982, independent 
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resistance to the nuclear arms race SA TS 
had developed into a vital force in the > 

USA. 


40.A New Order 


Approximately two and a half million 

people took part in disarmament 

demonstrations in Europe in the last 
re. Far three months of 1981. 
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/ Our definition of independent’ movements 

if and committees excludes groups which owe 
their policy and often their finances to one or 
other bloc or superpower, 

y Affiliates of the World Peace Council ere thus 
7 excluded, as are the verious committees in 
c western European countries which 

Š propagandise for NATO. 


major indeoendent disarmament 
rallies and demonstrations 


NEW ZEALAND 


major state-sponsored disarmament 
rallies and demonstrations 


of independent disarmament 
movements, 1982 


Sources: END; personal communications; 
press reports. 


[$] official harrassment or suppression 


area population political military military reliability of years at foreign 


regime expenditure Be military war wars 
mid-1980 1981 mid- 
000 km? millions mid-1982 US $m 000s 1982 1945-82 1945-8. 
a utterl 
Afghanistan 647 15.9 military 85 46.0 ee 10 Í 
Albania 29 2.7 one-party 127 43.1 reliable 4 1 
Algeria 2382 18.9 one-party 675 168.0 reliable 15 = 
barel 
Angola 1247 7.1 one-party n.a. 37.5 ne 22 J 
Ea barel 
Argentina 2767 27.7 military 2241 180.5 ch 9 = 
p multi-party liabl 7 > 
Australia 7687 14.5 parliamentary 3508 73.2 reliable 
E multi-party i = = 
Austria 84 78 parliamentary 847 49.4 reliable 
5 despotic = š 
Bahrain 0.6 0.4 (not military) VIS 2.6 n.a. 
restricted barely 2 
Bangladesh 144 90.2 parlamentam 140 77.0 reliable 8 
multi-party = = 
Barbados 0.4 0.2 parliamentary n.a. 0.2 n.a. 
> multi-party ; 
Belgium 30 9.8 parliamentary 3690 33:5 reliable 6 2 
Benin 113 315 military 23 3.2 n.a. 2 _ 
despotic = = 
Bhutan 47 les (not military) n.a. n.a. n.a. 
ee. m utterl 
Bolivia 1099 5.6 military 84 26.6 N 23 F 
multi-party s 
Botswana 600 0.8 parliamentary 29 SHO) n.a. 1 
: m babl 
Brazil 8512 118.7 military 1234 272.9 atis 3 - 
; babl 
Bulgaria 111 9.0 one-party 964 148.0 ae 5 2 
Burma 677 338 one-party 225 179.0 reliable 38 _ 
Burundi 28 4.1 military 23 5.2 reliable 3 = 
Cameroon 475 8.4 one-party 82 7.3 n.a. 8 = 
multi-party : 
Canada 9976 23.9 parliamentary 4227 82,9 reliable 4 1 
Central African multi-party . 
Republic 623 23 parliamentary 12 223 unreliable 1 _ 
Chad 1284 4.5 military 62 32 unreliable 18 _ 
! Ein probably 
Chile 757 11.1 military 225 97.0 alabie 6 = 
China 9597 976.7 one-party 37,200 4000.0 reliable 26 1 
: restricted barely 
Colombia 1139 26.7 parliamentary 229 67.8 reliable 29 1 
"P barely 
Congo 342 18 military 68 8.7 tele 4 _ 
: multi-party ; 
Costa Rica 51 22 parliamentary 19 7.0 reliable 8 - 
Cuba 115 9.9 one-party 1065 127.5 reliable ilg 3 
restricted 
Cyprus 9 0.6 parliamentary 19 10.0 n.a. 9 _ 
hosl i R barely 
Czechoslovakia 128 15.3 one-party 2900 196.5 reliable 4 = 
multi-party barely 
Denmark 43 Sl parliamentary 1546 Sr? lese T = 
Djibouti 22 0.4 _ & 2 7 n.a. 4 = 
DE multi-party 
Dominica 0.4 0.1 parliamentary n.a. n.a. n.a. 2 _ 
Dominican multi-party barel 
; 49 5.4 z Y = 
Republic parliamentary oe pes reliable > 
multi-party barel 
Ecuador 283 es parliamentary z 38.8 erable x r 
restricted barel 
Egypt 1001 39.8 a 1650 452.0 bee 19 5 


I ç : - —s n _ eT EEE 
Sources see Map 35 see Map 23 ` see Map 26 see Map 39 see Maps i-4 see Maps 1 


The International Military Order 


at war nuclear cold switched host to countries world arms world arms 
weapon war sides (S) military hosting exports imports 
š status orientation or unreliable bases of: military bases 1977-80 1977-80 
in 1982 1982 mid-1982 ally (U) mid-1982 number percentages percentages 
yes core-East S/U USSR _ _ 0.5 Afghanistan 
no non-aligned S _ _ — n.a. Albania 
no non-aligned S _ _ _ 18 Algeria 
yes pro-East U USSR/Cuba = - 0.7 Angola 
yes serious risk pro-West _ _ _ 0.061 1.1 Argentina 
ike) core-West = USA/UK 2 0.63 0.9 Australia 
no capable pro-West _ _ = 0.075 0.1 Austria 
no pro-West U USA -= — 0.02 Bahrain 
no non-aligned S _ _ _ 0.07 Bangladesh 
no pro-West _ _ -= í — n.a. Barbados 
no capable core-West = USA/W. Ger _ 0.0017 7 Belgium 
no pro-West _ _ _ = 0.03 Benin 
no pro-West - India — _ n.a. Bhutan 
no pro-West = = _ L | 0.1 Bolivia 
no pro-West _ ~ _ = 0.01 Botswana 
no serious risk pro-West _ USA _ 0.73 1.1 Brazil 
no capable core-East = USSR = = 0.3 Bulgaria 
yes non-aligned = - - _ ! 0.4 Burma 
no pro-West U _ — = n.a. Burundi 
no pro-West = = = - ' 0.1 Cameroon 
no capable core-West _ USA/UK 2 0.31 | 0.8 Canada 
no pro-West = France _ _ 0.0006 cenim s 
yes pro-West U France/Libya _ _ 0.1 Chad 
yes pro-West _ _ — 0.00017 0.8 Chile 
no known non-aligned s = — l 0.58 x 0.1 China 
yes pro-West _ _ _ = 0.08 Colombia 
no pro-East S/U - - - 0.006 Congo 
no pro-West _ _ _ _ 0.009 Costa Rica 
yes capable core-East s USSR/USA 2 0.026 0.4 Cuba 
UK/Greece/ = f = ` 
no pro-West _ Turkey n.a. Cyprus 
no capable core-East _ USSR _ 0.19 1.4 Czechoslovakia 
no capable core-West _ USA/W. Ger = _ 0.7 Denmark 
yes pro-West _ France/USA _ _ 0.009 Djibouti 
no pro-West - _ _ _ n.a. Dominica 
-West = _ _ - 0.004 Dominican 
ng aie Republic 
yes pro-West _ _ _ _ I 05 Ecuador 
no capable pro-West S USA - 0.13 : 1.0 Egypt 


see Maps 1-4 see Map 10 see Map 16 see Map 16 see Map 17 see Map 17 see Map 30 see Map 3! 


area population political military military reliability of years at foreis 


regime expenditure personnel military war war: 
mid- 1980 1987 mid-1982 
000 km? millions mid-1982 US $m 000s 1982 1945-82 1945- 
restricted barely a 
EI Salvador 21 4.5 na 86 16.0 reliable = 
Equatorial ne probably u 
Gunes 28 0.4 military 5 1.6 lee: 2 
BL A robabl 
Ethiopia 1222 31.5 military 485 250.5 ne 15 1 
ne multi-party i = = 
Fiji 18 0.6 parliamentary 4 at reliable 
: multi-party i = = 
Finland 337 4.9 parliamentary 632 36.9 reliable 
multi-party probably 
France 547 53.5 parliamentary 23,633 492.9 lese 38 21 
Gabon 268 0.6 one-party UZ 2.2 n.a. 1 _ 
; 5 multi-party = 
Gambia 11 0.6 parliamentary n.a. n.a. n.a. 1 
Germany, East 108 16.9 one-party 4394 166.0 reliable 1 1 
multi-party i = = 
Germany, West 249 60.9 parliamentary 25,509 495.0 reliable 
a utterly 
Ghana 238 TEZ military 110 14.6 unrel able 1 z 
multi-party barely 
Greece 132 9.3 nn 2184 206.5 alles 10 1 
Grenada 0.8 0.1 one-party n.a. n.a. n.a. - _ 
a barely 
Guatemala 109 | 7.0 military 95 18.6 melanie 4 E 
Guinea 246 5.4 one-party 44 99 n.a. 1 = 
Guinea-Bissau 36 0.8 military n.a. 6.3 n.a. 12 _ 
restricted ; 
Guyana 215 0.8 parliamentary 27 7.0 reliable 6 = 
Haiti i despotic utterly = 
2 2 one (not military) 22 = unreliable a 
Honduras 112 SZ military 38 11.7 reliable 9 2 
Hunga 5 " barely 
ungary I 93 10.8 one-party 810 106.0 reliable 3 1 
multi-party ; 
Iceland 103 | 0.2 parliamentary n.a. n.a. reliable _ _ 
š Iti- A 
India 3288 673.2 en 3991 1104.0 reliable 24 4 
Indonesia . 1904 146.2 military 1426 2690.0 reliable 30 1 
despoti 5 
Iran 1648 38.1 (riot len) 5092 2350.0 reliable 13 2 
Ira 435 13.1 : a) 
q one-party 3759 342.3 “elle sila WA 1 
multi-party : 
Ireland 70 33 parliamentary 246 16.4 reliable = 1 
restricted : 
Israel 21] 3.9 parliamentary 2750 174.0 reliable 14 5 
Ital multi-party barel 
aly 301 56.9 qa n 8184 370.0 EOE 7 = 
Ivory Coast E 322 8.6 one-party 111 5.1 n.a. 4 _ 
. multi-party x 
Jamaica 11 22 parliamentary 29 1.7 reliable _ _ 
multi-pa 
Japan |. 116.6 BE E 9’ 9461 245.0 reliable = z 
despotic ` 
Jordan 98 32 {not military) 420 72.8 reliable 10 3 
Kampuchea 181 al one-party n.a. 20.0 n.a. 29 1 
Kenya 583 1579 one-party 183 16.7 barely 9 = 
reliable 
Korea, North 121 17.9 one-party 3424 784.0 reliable 8 = 
restricted 
Korea, South 98 38.5 parliamentary 3519 ` 601.6 reliable 12 1 
; i despotic 
Kuwait 18 1.4 R 2031 12.4 reliable 3 = 


(not military) 


Si 
Ources see Map 35 see Map 23 see Map 26 see Map 39 see Maps 1-4 see Mar 


at war nuclear cold switched hostto countries world arms world arms 


weapon ‚war sides (S) military hosting exports imports 
I status orientation orunreliable bases of: military bases 1977-80 1977-80 
ind 982 1982 mid-1982 ally (U) mid-1982 number percentages percentages 

pes pro-West U = = = 0.03 El Salvador 
no pro-West S = m. S 0.00007 Equatorial 
š Guinea 

yes pro-East S/U I ee aa = 1.9 Ethiopia 
no x pro-West ` _ _ _ ~- n.a. Fiji 
no capable non-aligned _ _ = 0.19 0.8 Finland 
yes . known core-West = = 17 10.8 0.06 France 
no pro-West _ France _ _ 0.2 Gabon 
no _ pro-West = = = ~ ona. Gambia 
no capable core-East _ USSR _ _ 1.1 Germany, East 
no capable core-West = . | 6 3.0 le Germany, West 
no pro-West S/U =- ' -= .- š 0.2 Ghana 
no core-West = USA 1 ~ i os Greece 
no non-aligned S _ _ _ n.a Grenada 
yes pro-West U USA = = ; 0.03 Guatemala 
no non-aligned s _ _ _ 0.02 Guinea 
no non-aligned _ = i _ _ 0.03 Guinea-Bissau 
no pro-West U ~ _ _ : n.a. Guyana 
no pro-West - _ _ _ I n.a. Haiti 
yes pro-West U _ _ _ I 0.09 Honduras 
no capable core-East _ USSR. = 0.0087 ` 0.4 Hungary 
no core-West _ USA = 0.0017 n.a. Iceland 
no known non-aligned _ _ = 0.021 3.4 India 
yes pro-West S _ 1 0.029 0.9 Indonesia 
yes _ serious risk non-aligned S/U _ = - 6.0 Iran 
yes serious risk non-aligned S/U _ _ 0.017 3.8 Iraq 
no pro-West = _ _ 0.077 0.03 Ireland 
yes suspected ` pro-West _ = 1 0.64 Sell Israel 
no capable core-West = IN N _ 4.0 S 9 Italy 
no pro-West _ France _ = | 0.2 Ivory Coast 
no pro-West _ _ _ _ 0.001 Jamaica 
no | capable core-West = USA _ 0.061 2.6 Japan 
no pro-West U _ = - 4.5 Jordan 
yes pro-East s Vietnam = _ 0.1 Kampuchea 
yes pro-West _ _ _ _ 0.3 Kenya 
no ! pro-East ' _ | _ = 0.007 0.1 Korea, North 
no serious risk core-West _ USA _ 0.07 3.5 Korea, South 
no pro-West = = = ~ 1.2 Kuwait 


ee Maps 1-4 see Map 10 see Map 16 see Map 16 see Map 17 see Map 17 see Map 30 see Map 31 


area population political military military reliability of years at foreig 
regime expenditure personnel military war wars 
mid-1980 1981 mid-1982 
000 km? millions mid-1982 US $m 000s 1982 1945-82 1945-8 
Laos 237 3.4 one-party 21 48.7 unreliable 30 = 
multi-party barely 
Lebanon 10 2.7 a 325 23.8 reliable 12 — 
despotic = = 
Lesotho 30 ES {not military) n.a n.a. n.a. 
E: | 
Liberia 111 1.9 military 16 5.4 ea 7 1 
; despotic probably 
Libya 1760 3.0 en 3670 65.0 see 10 1 
multi-party i 
Luxembourg 3 0.4 parliamentary 51 0.7 reliable 4 1 
Madagascar 587 8.7 one-party 71 20.9 ne 4 š 
: despotic probably L 
Malawi 118 6.0 (not military) 22 4.7 reliable 2 
; multi-party F x 
Malaysia 330 13.4 _ parliamentary 1639 seki reliable 22 
Mali 1240 6.9 military 46 5.0 n.a. 2 = 
multi-party = 4 
Malta 0.3 0.3 parliamentary 11 0.8 n.a. 
mae: Ae probably 
Mauritania 1031 1.6 military 82 8.5 reliable 11 1 
BR multi-party = x 
Mauritius 2 1.0 parliamentary 2 n.a. n.a. 
f restricted probably 3 
Mexico 1972 67.5 parliamentary 782 1195 See 1 
Mongolia 1565 1.7 one-party 238 34.6 reliable = = 
Morocco 446 20.2 an 1005 141.0 reliable 19 Ə 
i > probably 
Mozambique 783 HOLS one-party 111 21.6 reliable 14 _ 
despotic ; 
Nepal 141 14.3 (not military) 28 25.0 reliable 2 -= 
multi-party probably 
Netherlands 41 14.1 parliamentary 4931 104.0 reliable 8 2 
multi-party f 
New Zealand 269 33 parliamentary 393 12.9 reliable 4 1 
; restncted barely 
Nicaragua 130 2.7 parliamentary 34 21.5 reliable 33 3 
Niger 1267 53 military 16 2.2 n.a. _ _ 
ER: restricted barel 
Nigeria 924 84.8 paniiereatars 2037 138.0 ee 4 = 
multi-party 5 
Norway 324 4.1 parliamentary 1484 421.0 reliable - - 
despotic : 
Oman 212 0.9 (not military) 1444 18.0 reliable 10 _ 
Pakistan 804 82.2 military 1307 478.6 reliable 13 3 
restricted probabl 
Panama 76 1.8 parliamentary 22 90 lach 1 J 
A Iti- a 
Papua New Guinea 462 3.0 K. n.a. 3.8 reliable 1 1 
Paraguay 407 3.1 military 40 16.0 reliable 5 _ 
P multi-party robabl 
eru 1285 17.6 u 9 480 135.5 ie g F 
S tri 
Philippines 300 479 x 688 112.8 reliable 26 1 
Poland 313 35.8 ilit barely 
military 2467 317.0 lese 5 2 
Portuqal multi-party robabl 
ortuga 92 9.8 parliamentary 72 66.4 reliable. 15 4 
Qat despotic 
atar 11 0.2 (not military) 893 6.0 n.a. _ _ 
Romania 238 22.3 one- probably 
ne-party 1285 181.0 reliable 1 = 
Rwanda 26 5.1 military 18 5.2 reliable 5 _ 
Sources see Map 35 see Map 23 see Map 26 see Map 39 see Maps 1-4 see Maps 


at war nuclear cold switched host to countries world arms world arms 


weapon ‚war sides (S) military hosting exports imports 
; status orientation or unreliable bases of: military bases 1977-80 1977-80 
in 1982 1982 mid-1982 ally (U) mid-1982 number percentages percentages 
no ; pro-East s Vietnam _ — i 0.08 Laos 
yes pro-West _ Israel/Syria ` = _ 0.07 Lebanon 
no pro-West _ _ = _ 0.00007 Lesotho 
no pro-West = USA - If = 0.02 Liberia 
yes serious risk pro-East S _ 1 0.17 3.7 Libya 
no core-West _ USA — _ na. Luxembourg 
no pro-West U France _ _ 0.09 Madagascar 
no pro-West = = = = 0.02 Malawi 
no pro-West _ _ 1 ` 0.6 Malaysia 
no pro-West S = _ _ n.a. Mali 
no pro-West _ UK — _ 0.008 Malta 
no = pro-West _ _ l _ _ 0.06 Mauritania 
no pro-West _ France _ _ 0.03 Mauritius 
no capable pro-West _ _ _ _ 0.1 Mexico 
no core-East = USSR _ ; _ f n.a. Mongolia 
yes pro-West _ Spain 1 0.0017 2.0 Morocco 
yes pro-East = _ _ _ 0.3 Mozambique 
no pro-West =. _ I — ~ i n.a. Nepal 
no capable core-West _ USAAW. Ger 3 0.93 1.8 Netherlands 
no core-West - USA | 1 0.0017 0.04 New Zealand 
yes : non-aligned S/U _ _ _ 0.02 Nicaragua 
no pro-West = — _ _ 0.03 Niger 
no i pro-West _ _ — - 0.3 Nigeria 
no capable ` core-West _ _ USA/UK _ 1.3 0.1 Norway 
yes pro-West U USA/UK - - 0.3 Oman 
no _ seriousrisk ` pro-West U - = = 0.9 Pakistan 
no | pro-West ` _ USA _ _ 0.02 Panama 
no pro-West _ _ _ _ 0.004 Papua New Guinea 
no : pro-West = _ _ _ 0.02 Paraguay 
yes : pro-West _ _ _ = 1.7 Peru 
yes capable pro-West U USA 1 _ 0.5 Philippines 
yes capable core-East ` U USSR _ zo 1.6 Poland 
no capable _core-West - . š 1 0.033 0.1 Portugal 
no pro-West | _ _ _ _ 0.1 Qatar 
no capable core-East U _ _ 0.0035 ` 0.6 Romania 
no pro-West U = _ ~ 0.001 Rwanda 


ee Maps 1-4 see Map 10 see Map 16 see Map 16 see Map 17 see Map 17 see Map 30 see Map 31 


Saudi Arabia 


Seychelles 


Sierra Leone 


Singapore 


Somalia 


South Africa 


Spain 


Sri Lanka 


Sudan 


Surinam 


Swaziland 


Sweden 


Switzerland 


Syria 


Taiwan 


Tanzania 


Thailand 


Togo 


Trinidad and 
Tobago 


Tunisia 


Turkey 


Uganda 


United Arab 
Emirates 


United Kingdom 


Upper Volta 


Uruguay 


USA 


USSR 


Venezuela 


Vietnam 


Western Samoa 


Yemen, North 


Yemen, South 


Yugoslavia 


Zaire 


Zambia 


Zimbabwe 


Sources 


area population 
mid-1980 
000 km? millions 
2150 9.0 
0.3 0.06 
72 35 
0.6 2.4 
638 sg 
1221 29.3 
505 37.4 
66 14.8 
2506 18.4 
163 0.4 
17 0.6 
450 8.3 
41 6.5 
185 9.0 
36 17.6 
945 18.1 
514 46.5 
57 2.5 
5 1.2 
164 6.4 
781 45.4 
236 13.2 
84 0.9 
244 559 
274 S 
176 28 
9363 227.3 
22.402 266.7 
ee | 14.9 
330 54.2 
3 0.2 
195 5.8 
333 1.9 
256 2253 
‚2345 ` 28.3 
753 5.8 
391 7.4 


political 
regime 


mid-1982 
despotic 
(not military) 
one-party 


restricted 
parliamentary 


one-party 


military 
restricted 
parliamentary 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


one-party 
military 


despotic 
(not military) 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


one-party 

one-party 

one-party 
military 
military 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


one-party 
military 


restricted 
parliamentary 


despotic 


- (not military) 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


military 
military 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


one-party 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


one-party 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


military 
one-party 


one-party 


despotic 
(not military) 


one-party 


multi-party 
parliamentary 


see Map 35 


military 
expenditure 
1987 
US $m 


22,458 
n.a. 


19 


12 


214 
3442 
852 


1423 


19,901 
41 
150 


134,390 


118,800 


440 


see Map 23 


military 
personnel 
mid-1982 
000s 


52.2 
1.0 
3.2 


42.0 


62.6 


81.4 
347.0 


16.4 
580.0 
0.8 
5.0 


64.5 
20.0 


222.5 
464.0 
40.4 
233.1 
3.6 
20.0 
28.6 
569.0 
5.0 


- 48.5 


3276 
3.8 
29.7 


2116.8 
3705.0 


40.8 
1029.0 


n.a. 


32.1 
26.0 
` 250.5 
26.0 


14.3 


63.0 


see Map 26 


reliability of 
military 


1982 


probably 
reliable 


n.a. 


barely 
reliable 


reliable 


reliable 


reliable 
unreliable 


reliable 
reliable 
n.a. 


n.a. 
reliable 


reliable 
probably 

reliable 

reliable 


reliable 
reliable 
n.a. 


reliable 


probably 
reliable 


reliable 
utterly 
unreliable 


reliable 


reliable 


n.a. 


probably 
reliable 


probably 
reliable 


probably 
reliable 


probably 
reliable 


reliable 
n.a. 


barely 
reliable 


reliable 
reliable 
unreliable 


probably 
reliable 


unreliable 


see Map 39 


years at fore 
war wé 


1945-82 194! 


2 

1 

3 

13 
3 = 
2 < 
8) - 
1 = 
15 Ẹ 
4 = 
6 1 
14 2 
9 = 
12 3 
3 1 
1 = 
37 29 
6 = 
25 13 
19 6 
13 1 
34 3 
16 _ 
20 1 
5 1 
10 - 
5 = 
ae f: = 


see Maps 1-4 see Map 


atwar nuclear cold switched hostto countries worldarms world arms 


weapon „war sides (S) military hosting exports imports 
i status orientation or unreliable bases of: military bases 1977-80 1977-80 
in 1982 1982 mid-1982 ally (U) mid-1982 number percentages percentages 
no pro-West = USA - 0.054 5.5 Saudi Arabia 
yes pro-West = = = li = 0.0008 Seychelles 
no pro-West = - _ _ 0.001 Sierra Leone 
no pro-West s _ Australia/NZ/ _ 0.03 0.4 Singapore 
Malaysia 

yes pro-West S/U USA - - 0.2 Somalia 
yes ` suspected pro-West - - 1 0.2 Wal! South Africa 
yes capable core-West - USA 1 a On 1.9 Spain 
no non-aligned = I = = _ : 0.02 Sri Lanka 
no pro-West Š =- - 0.016 0.2 Sudan 
no pro-West U I = _ _ 0.03 Surinam 
no i ` pro-West _ _ _ - 0.01 Swaziland 
no capable non-aligned = _ _ 0.48 1.4 Sweden 
no capable non-aligned _ se I _ 0.42. 0.6 Switzerland 
yes pro-East S/U _ USSR 1 - 4.0 Syria 
no _ serious risk pro-West U USA 1 0.0035 les Taiwan 
no non-aligned = = Í _ _ 0.1 Tanzania 
yes pro-West U USA = 0017 ` 0.7 Thailand 
no pro-West U _ í _ _ 0.07 Togo 
Trinidad and 

no pro-West _ _ = r 0.03 Tobago 
no pro-West _ _ - = - 0.2 Tunisia 
no capable core-West U USA 1 _ 1.8 Turkey 
yes pro-West U - _ _ 0.001 Uganda 
United Arab 

no pro-West = = z wa 0.4 Emirates 
yes known core-West = USA 17 3.7 I 1.0 United Kingdom 
no pro-West _ - _ = 0.006 Upper Volta 
no pro-West _ _ _ _ 0.02 Uruguay 
yes known core-West _ _ 46 43.3 0.2 United States 
yes known core-East = = 13 27.4 0.3 USSR 
no pro-West _ _ _ _ 0.4 Venezuela 
yes ` core-East s _ USSR 3 _ 2.1 Vietnam 
no pro-West _ = = _ = Western Samoa 
no pro-West S/U _ - - 0.5 Yemen, North 
no : pro-East S/U USSR 1 = 1.7 Yemen, South 
yes capable non-aligned s _ _ 0.085 0.3 Yugoslavia 
no pro-West _ _ f _ _ ! 0.1 Zaire 
no pro-West _ _ _ ie 0.06 Zambia 
yes ; pro-West _ = _ _ 0.2 Zimbabwe 


see TES 1-4 see Map 10 see Map 16 see Map 16 see Map 17 see Map 17 see Map 30 see Map 37 


1. AWorld at War 

2. War since 1945: 
Americas 

3. War since 1945: 
Europe, Middle East, 
Africa 

4. War since 1945: 
Asia, Pacific 


6. Caught in the Crossfire 


Notes to the Maps 


All wars involve human suffering, and to that extent they are all the same. But all 
wars are fought for specific purposes, and to that extent they are different. In these 
maps we have identified wars and war zones, then organised wars into certain 
categories, fully conscious that by doing so we have imposed fixed definitions onto 
a reality which is complex and constantly changing. The cold war has been and is 
being actively fought by proxy in many places, usually as an adjunct of another type 
of war: Korea in the early 1950s or Southern Africa and Central America today. 
Some states’ border wars are others’ general wars: for example, the Indo-Pakistan 
conflict of 1971 or the Sino-Indian conflict of 1962. Local civil wars often merge 
with interstate wars, as in Ethiopia's war in the Ogaden region; or develop, often 
imperceptibly, into general wars, as with every victorious guerilla campaign from 
China in the late forties to Nicaragua thirty years later. 

Even the definition of war itself is arbitrary. For example, when does fighting 
become war? As wars of lesser intensity, we include the ‘dirty war’ in Argentina in 
the late 1970s, the sporadic fighting between the ANC guerillas and the South 
African government, and many similar cases. But we do not include, for example, 
the armed confrontations between the Red Brigades and the state in Italy in the 
1970s, or the Black Panthers and the state in the USA in the 1960s. 

We do not show UN peacekeeping missions: only actual warfighting features in 
these maps. Logistical support, training, the supply and servicing of weapons, 
shows of force short of hostilities and employment of mercenaries have been 
excluded on practical grounds. In part they are taken up elsewhere. 

There is a measure of political judgement in these maps, notably in the 
treatment of claims to victory and the assessment of the historic context for a 
hostile act — whether it forms part of a run of similar events, or a discrete event, or 
part of a larger event. For example, we have ignored Iraq's repeated claims of 
victory over the Kurds; we have ignored border wars that preceded or followed 
general wars between neighbours. We have treated some annexations, such as 
Libya’s of the Aozou strip in Chad (1973), as border wars; and others, such as 
Israel's of the West Bank or Golan Heights, not. 

There is also a measure of judgement in assigning dates. It has always been 
difficult to know when a war has started or ended. It is especially difficult now that 
formal declarations of hostility are exceptions to the rule of war-by-stealth or by 
surprise. The difficulties are compounded when the contestants have different 
assessments of the war they are fighting: the USA government saw in Vietnam a 
salient of cold war, whereas the Vietnamese saw civil conflict with outside 
interference; for the Russians, Afghanistan is an arena for civil war, whereas many 
Afghans feel they are fighting a foreign occupying power. We have tried to take a 
broad historic view of the conflicts and to differentiate as many strands as our 
knowledge and space allow. Anti-colonial and similar wars have been classified as 
civil wars with foreign presence. 

We have not allowed our conception of right or wrong, or our judgement of 
long-term viability, to sway our designation of victor. In all cases of active civil war, 
victory has been assigned to the government recognised internationally in mid- 
1982. Only where power has been transferred without the agreement of the pre-war 
government and there has been no continuity of policy has ‘change in regime’ been 
indicated. We have therefore excluded Guatemala (1982) from this designation, and 
all cases where a government, pressed by insurgents, has handed over power to 
the military. 


Some civil wars are fought only abroad, like the Armenian-Turkish or Croatian- 
Yugoslav wars. Some are fought abroad as well as in the disputed home territory, 


like the Palestine-Israel war. Some, like the Basque-Spanish war, spill into neigh- 
bouring foreign territory — France in this case — and some are seldom felt outside 
the country of war. Other people's civil wars, fought in accordance with a logic and 
timetable unfamiliar in the host country, are particularly savage in striking at 
innocent victims. This map records some of the occasions, over a three-year period, 
on which third parties were caught up in conflicts not of their choosing. 

The map includes incidents in a foreign country not party to the original dispute; 
incidents in what is technically home territory abroad; and incidents in what is tech- 
nically foreign territory in the country of civil war, such as an embassy or consular 
building. Of course the information is neither comprehensive nor particularly 
reliable: many incidents are recorded in the sources without background or ex- 
planation and the recording itself is narrowly NATO-centric. 

The map does not include the large number of incidents on territory regarded as 
foreign by only one party in the dispute, such as mainland Britain (foreign for the 
Irish republicans), France (for Corsican separatists), Spain (for Basque separatists), 
Israel (for Palestinians). Nor does it include hot pursuits or cross-border raids on 
sanctuaries by the armed forces, as in the case of South African incursions into 
neighbouring states, Afghani into northern Pakistan, Vietnamese into Thailand. The 
map also excludes hijackings, and attacks on foreigners or foreign property seen as 
parties.to a domestic dispute: for example, attacks by right-wingers in France on 
Soviet diplomats as part of a general anti-communist crusade. 

Some third-party attacks reflect civil wars that have been raging and are likely 
to go on raging for a long time: Armenians, for example, continue to exact reprisals 
for the Turkish genocidal attack of 1915; Palestinians are attempting to reverse their 
dispossession of 1947-48. Other attacks are historic flashes reflecting a fleeting 
conjunction, such as the campaign of assassinations ordered by the Libyan 
government against exiled oppositionists in the first half of 1980; or the rash of 
Colombian embassy occupations following the military coup in July of that year. 


This map shows only a small sample of the numerous manoeuvres and exercises 7. Practice Makes Perfect 
conducted each year. Many such exercises involve little or no movement of troops: 

they are ‘command exercises’, testing out the command, control and communica- 

tions systems which direct and monitor the movement of people and hardware. 

On this map, however, all the manoeuvres involved the deployment of very large 

numbers, in some cases over considerable distances. 

Under the agreement signed at the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe in 1975, exercises in Europe involving more than 25,000 troops must be 
notified in advance. NATO states habitually provide notification of smaller exercises 
as well. The three years shown were not chosen for any special significance; they 
were average years. 


The public does not have access to the war-games and planning scenarios, which 8. Ground Zero 
are used in official studies about the possible course of nuclear war. Information 
which has come into the public domain has not included details about how either 
the USA or the USSR considers a nuclear war could be conducted. 

In the absence of detailed and comprehensive official scenarios, the study 
conducted by Ambio, the environmental journal of the Royal Swedish Academy of 
Sciences, is particularly impressive. It depicts one feasible set of assumptions 
about what targets might be attacked, and what the consequences would be. It 
extends to a global level the many official and unofficial studies which have been 
made of the effects of nuclear war in single countries. The special issue of Ambio 
which reported this study is packed with gruesome details. We have summarised 
some of the most salient in the text on the map. 

The information on targets in United States plans is taken from Ball, 1981. 


Like Maps.12-15, this map provides a snapshot of military hardware at a particular 9. The Nuclear Stockpile 
moment. Many of the figures are suspect, relying, for example, on published US 
intelligence estimates of Chinese or Soviet weaponry. However, at this level of 
destructive potential, precise figures are less important than orders of magnitude. 
China test-fired a submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) in October 1982 
and apparently has submarines capable of launching such missiles. By the end of 


10. Insecurity in Numbers 


11. Bugs and Poisons 


13. Onthe Ground 
14. Inthe Air 
15. AtSea 


the year China had not deployed any operational SLBMs but it was, presumably, 
only a matter of time until it did. 

The numbers of strategic warheads shown for the USA and USSR are based on 
commonly made assumptions: as to how many multiple, independently targeted 
warheads are carried on strategic missiles; and how many bombs are carried on 
each aircraft. Similar figures are not provided for China, France and the UK because 
they do not deploy such warheads. 

Although we use the common shorthand of ‘missiles’, it is ‘missile launchers’ 
which are actually counted. There may be more missiles than launchers (just as 
there are more shells than guns): in NATO, for example, there are commonly six or 
seven short-range missiles for each launcher. Similarly, there are more nuclear 
bombs than aircraft, more nuclear shells than cannon, and so on. Details on actual 
numbers of bombs, shells and warheads are neither easily nor fully available. 

Among the stranger weapons, nuclear depth bombs are for use against sub- 
marines; and atomic demolition munitions are nuclear explosives which are buried 
and then detonated by a timer or command mechanism. 

There is some doubt as to whether East Germany would have access to nuclear 
weapons in war: Western intelligence does not appear to be unanimous on this 
issue. In this map, as in Map 73: On the Ground, we have assumed that the East 
German army is nuclear armed. 


A nuclear weapon state is one which has detonated a nuclear explosion. 

There is some confusion over Vietnam's status in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. Hanoi claimed to have ratified the treaty before our cut-off date (30 June 
1982) while the Foreign Office in Britain, one of the three depository states for the 
treaty, disclaimed knowledge of this. Albania, Colombia and Kuwait had signed but 
not ratified the treaty by then. They were therefore not parties to it. 


US estimates of Soviet stockpiles of lethal gas range from 30,000 to several 
hundred thousand tons, and a quasi-official US figure for its stockpiles is 42,000 
tons. One Soviet estimate of the US stockpile puts it at 300,000 tons, and the same 
source (Tass news agency) has denied that the USSR has any lethal gas at all. 
Estimates of the size of the French stockpile are not available. 

Since it is believed that only the USA, the USSR and France manufacture lethal 
poison gas, allegations that other states are using it imply that one of these three 
has transferred it to an alleged user. But hard evidence is not available, and we do 
not know for sure that other states do not themselves manufacture lethal gases. 

Since the first world war, when 115,000 tons of poison gas were used on the 
western front, the use of gas and germ warfare has been alleged more frequently 
than it has been proven. State secrecy and sensitivity make proof and disproof 
equally hard to come by. There is also much confusion between lethal gases and 
other kinds, such as tear gas, on the part of those making the allegations. Some of 
the allegations recorded on this map may be mere figments of propaganda, though 
we have excluded several which seem blatantly propagandistic and for which no 
supporting evidence has been advanced. 


The main source for these three maps is The Military Balance, published annually 
by the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) in London. There is no 
other publication which lists systematically the armed forces of as many states. 

The IISS’s own sources include press reports, official publications, annual 
questionnaires to military attaches of embassies in London (from which the 
response rate is about 30 per cent), and military intelligence. These sources cannot 
be relied upon for complete honesty or accuracy and their imperfections are passed 
on in The Military Balance. Consequently, even where precise figures are provided, 
these three maps should be read with some caution, and comparisons of armed 
forces need to allow very broad margins of error. 

In any case, numbers alone are not enough for a proper comparison of military 
effectiveness. For that, one needs to know more about the quality and age of the 
equipment; about the training, morale and experience of the personnel; about the 
functions of the armed forces, their tasks and the quality of their leadership. For in- 
formation on some of these things see Map 35: Military Rule, Map 36: The Military 


as Police and Map 39: Achilles‘ Heel. 

In Map 13: On the Ground, information about troop strengths excludes marines 
because they are included in Map 75: At Sea. For total military strengths, see Map 
26: Under Arms. 

For efficiency in war, personal experience of actual fighting is worth far 
more than a theoretical understanding. This experience is found among non- 
commissioned, middle rank and senior officers in armies which have fought wars in 
the past decade. Small border skirmishes and minor police actions do not spread 
this kind of experience within an army. That is why we have chosen to limit our 
category to ‘major combat experience’. 

In Map 14: In the Air, we have listed ‘Counter-insurgency’ (COIN) aircraft as a 
separate category. In fact, almost all aircraft can operate against insurgents. But 
some aircraft are especially designed for that task. They are generally light aircraft, 
often powered by only a single piston-engine, relatively unsophisticated but quite 
heavily armed. They would be useless in air-to-air combat, and vulnerable to 
modern surface-to-air missiles. Against lightly armed guerillas, however, they are 
well suited and very cost effective. The COIN designation is given by the 
manufacturers and the states which deploy them. 

Since all helicopters can be armed, and almost all of them can be used for some 
kind of transport, we have not distinguished between armed and unarmed heli- 
copters. Armed helicopters can be used, depending on their armament, against 
ships, submarines, tanks and other land targets and also for COIN. 

Map 15: At Sea. The largest surface warships by far are the USA's aircraft 
carriers. These can accommodate more than 90 fixed-wing combat aircraft as well 
as helicopters. Of the eight other states which have aircraft carriers, only France’s 
carry more than 30 aircraft. 

In 1981, only four states were using nuclear-powered submarines other than as 
launching platforms for strategic nuclear missiles. The USSR had 99, the USA 79, 
the UK 12 and China 2. A fifth state, France, which already uses them to carry 
strategic missiles, was constructing its first nuclear-powered submarine for general 
purpose use. Compared with diesel-electric submarines, nuclear-powered vessels 
have a much greater range and can remain submerged for much longer — long 
enough to circumnavigate the globe under water. 


This map represents our personal assessment of the political allegiances of the 
world’s states in terms of the cold war. Some of the judgements will doubtless 
be contested. We would make two points. First, the categories in the map are 
deliberately broad and catch the main direction of states’ policies rather than their 
nuances. Second, the categories are not symmetrical. The West has greater wealth 
and economic pulling power as well as a longer history. Consequently the USSR’s 
allies are less numerous and relatively less dependable. They owe their allegiance 
mainly to the fact of geography and narrow, often short-term, political expediency. 
The Caribbean island of Grenada ranks as a non-aligned state following a switch 
away from Western alignment due to a change in state power. 


It is only recently that researchers have begun to locate and identify the thousands 
of foreign military bases and installations throughout the world. The work carries no 
little personal risk. In Britain, Norway and Sweden there have been arrests and trials 
of individuals who, using information already publicly available and the evidence of 
their own eyes, have made deductions which those states found embarrassingly 
accurate. It is hard to believe that their painstaking work produces more information 
than is already known to other states through satellite photography, spies and 
electronic intelligence. 

There are three senses in which a military installation may be a foreign base. 
First, the base may be in the territory of another sovereign state (for example, US or 
Soviet bases in West or East Germany). Second, it may be in territory under the 
jurisdiction of a third party (for example, the US base in Diego Garcia, leased from 
the British). Third, it may be in territory under the jurisdiction of the state which 
operates it (for example, the French bases in Guadeloupe). 

We have not included ‘port visits’ in the category of ‘port facilities’ which, like 
‘landing rights’, implies regular usage or special arrangements. We have included 
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20. The US Network 


only combat forces in the category of ‘army forces’. As supply depots we have listed 
only those which are not part of the infrastructure of other bases. Although only a 
single symbol of each kind is shown in any state or territory, in many cases this 
covers many bases. 


Military training is more than education in particular skills and techniques; it is also 
an education in attitudes. Trainees are expected to learn particular ways of thinking 
about the appropriate role for armed forces, about how they should be organised 
and how they should act. Trainees also learn a particular ‘correct’ view of the world, 
of current affairs and modern history, of the uses and limitations of power. 

Naturally, what is thought to be ‘correct’ varies from one state to another. Thus, 
in providing training for other states’ armed forces, especially their officers, states 
such as Britain, France, the USA and the USSR are also attempting to gain allies 
within those other forces; allies who may well rise to positions of major power and 
influence. Despite the importance of the topic (or, perhaps, because of it), training 
and advice for foreign armed forces is under-researched. The information in this 
map therefore falls far short of being complete. 


The title of this map bears a double meaning. The USSR garrisons several other 
states — Eastern Europe, Afghanistan, Mongolia. It can also be seen, despite its size, 
as a beleaguered garrison, more or less ringed by committed anti-Soviet states. The 
projection used for this map accentuates this aspect, but is incomplete: for reasons 
of space alone, Canada and the USA could not be included, although they are 
geographically close. The distinction is clearest in the case of China. For more than 
a decade, China has been a most virulent anti-Soviet state, castigating the West for 
taking a soft line during detente. Yet it is not part of the Western camp. 

The classification of states, as committed anti-Soviet or uncommitted, differs 
from the one used for Map 16: Camps and Followers. In that map, we relied on our 
own judgements, while for this one we have attempted to replicate those judge- 
ments that might be made in Moscow. 


No other state has such a widespread or technologically sophisticated information 
and communication system as the USA. However, not all its components are 
financed or operated by the USA directly. Its network has been pieced together in 
a variety of ways. Some installations are jointly staffed and financed. Others are 
jointly staffed but with no US financing, or jointly financed but with no US staff. Yet 
other installations involve neither US finances nor staff, but they remain US assets, 
functioning as links in its chain of information and communication. 

The USA has invested much capital in its network and many of the installations 
are vast. The Jim Creek Naval Radio Station in Washington state, for example, is a 
is a Very Low Frequency transmitter for communications with nuclear-armed 
submarines: ‘Strung among 12 towers on two mountains east of Arlington is an 
awesome web of 25 miles of inch-thick copper cable. Draped systematically across 
the clear-cut valley floor are another 300 miles of heavy wire.’ (The Seattle Times, 
31 January 1982.) 

Electronic intelligence stations are primarily concerned with intercepting radio 
communications, but in some cases are also used for listening in to telephone con- 
versations. The National Military Command Centres in the USA are both the primary 
and back-up decision-making centres for times of crisis. The Worldwide Military 
Command and Communication System (WMCCS) is a relatively new chain of 
satellite-linked major communications stations: the 15 WMCCS sites in the USA 
have been excluded from the map for reasons of space. We were unable to identify 
other major ground terminals for satellite communications in the USA. 

Cuba is shown as being part of the US network because the USA operates 
an electronic intelligence station at its Guantanamo base on the island. Other 
countries, France for example, are shown as part of the network, although no 
individual facilities are identified. These countries host only small installations in 
the Defense Communications System. There are so many of these that it was not 
feasible to include them in the map. Indeed, the size and spread of the US network 
is such that comprehensiveness has had to be sacrificed to comprehensibility. Not 
included on the map is Brazil, which hosts installations in the Defense 
Communications System, and: 
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There are two reasons for exercising force without war — to order the relations 21. Force Without War 


between equals, particularly the superpowers, and to police the rest. Many 
incidents are obscure. Often all we know about them with certainty is the location. 
The purpose, the perpetrator or even the intended victim may be unknown and of 
necessity imputed. We have concluded, for example, that unidentified submarines 
discovered off the coasts of Argentina (February 1960) and Ecuador (1961) 
belonged to the USSR and that the USA was the object of the exercise. 

The use of force without war is often but the prelude to war itself. For example, 
the small Argentinian landing on the island of South Georgia might have been 
recorded as a show of force without war, had it not been followed immediately by 
the South Atlantic War of 1982. 


The USA started wooing China with military approaches in the mid-1970s. In 22. China: The Middle 
December 1975, US President Ford approved the sale to China of Rolls-Royce Kingdom 
Spey engines and an engine plant by Britain. In October 1976, the US National 
Security Council approved the sale of two advanced computers with military 
applications. In February 1980, President Carter's Secretary of Defense, Harold 
Brown, visited Beijing. In March 1980, Munitions Control Newsletter No. 81 
specified categories of military equipment which could be considered for sale to 
China. In June 1981, Alexander Haig, Secretary of State under President Reagan, 
announced in Beijing that the US would consider selling weapons to China. In 
April 1982, President Reagan offered to reduce arms sales to Taiwan and to 
support the reunification of China. In November 1982, the USA placed no 
obstacles in the way of a £100 million British arms sale to China, although at the’ 
time the USA was imposing sanctions on West European suppliers of equipment 
for the Soviet gasline. 

Numbers given for military equipment tell only part of a story: 'China’s air force 
is the service least capable of successfully performing its mission. It consists 
largely of air defence fighters capable of making intercepts only in good weather 
during daylight hours. The air force suffers severe deficiencies in avionics, missile 
systems and jet engines. Moreover, it is the most difficult service to modernize, 
because the needed technologies are currently beyond China's grasp and are 
extremely expensive.’ Sydney H. Jamines, CIA 


23. Hey, Big Spender 
24. The Military Bite 


China's development of its nuclear arsenal reached a new level in October 
1982, with its first test-launch of a missile from a submarine. 

In addition to the forces shown on the map, in 1981 the USA had 200 combat 
aircraft in Japan, 100 in South Korea and 300 in the Philippines. The USSR had 
90 aircraft in Mongolia. 


There are four major sources of information on military spending. They are all 
published annually: World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, by the US 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA); The Military Balance, by the 
International Institute of Strategic Studies (IISS); World Military and Social 
Expenditures, compiled by Ruth Leger Sivard; and World Armaments and 
Disarmament: SIPRI Yearbook, produced by the Stockholm International Peace 
Research Institute (SIPRI). ACDA’s figures are official US government figures, 
provided by the CIA. The other three publications use a variety of sources — UN, 
NATO, government statistics and press reports — but rework them. 

We use SIPRI’s figures for Map 23: Hey, Big Spender, because they are more 
up-to-date than those of ACDA or Sivard, and because they are more compre- 
hensive than those of the IISS. SIPRI is an independent institution: whatever 
biases it may have, they do not derive from any role as an official government 
mouthpiece. Sivard is also independent and provides more comprehensive inform- 
ation: we use Sivard for Map 24: The Military Bite and Map 25: Goliaths. But 
Sivard is not suitable for comparisons from one year to another. 

Although SIPRI provides very recent figures for many states and for regional 
and world totals, we have had to make our own estimates for the military 
spending of many states during 1981. We did this by extrapolating trends in 
spending through the 1970s, using SIPRI’s regional totals to set the framework. 
Given the magnitudes involved, and in view of the fundamental problems in all 
such statistics, the results are quite adequate for a visual comparison. 

The basic problems in the statistics fall into two categories. First, there is the 
problem of reliable reporting. Most states do not publish their own figures 
annually. Many of the figures given are widely distrusted. Second, there is the 
problem of finding a basis of comparison. For a start, the definition of military 
spending varies. Then, figures in national currencies need to be translated into a 
single currency, usually the US dollar, in order to compare them for a single year. 
To compare them over a period of years, it is necessary to find a way of eliminat- 
ing the effects of inflation to show the ‘real’ increase or decrease in spending. 
Both tasks are complex. Fluctuations in the figures often result more from 
fluctuations in the dollar exchange rate than from changes in the actual volume of 
expenditure. There are several different indices for inflation and the choice of 
index is important (for example, the index for consumer prices is inappropriate 
because military goods and services are very different). The year chosen as the 
base year for calculating the rise and fall of spending is also important and can 
change the results quite dramatically. 

These problems are all magnified in the case of comparisons between the 
military spending of the USA and its allies on the one hand, and the USSR and 
its allies on the other. The official Soviet figure is widely thought to be unreliable. 
The official rouble-dollar exchange rate is artificial and of little help. 

In the USA, the CIA has developed a very sophisticated system for translating 
Soviet military spending into dollars. This ignores the official budget, and instead 
attempts to calculate the cost to the USA of running the USSR’s armed forces. It is 
essentially artificial, since different things cost different amounts relative to each 
other in their two societies. US personnel are more expensive than Soviet; US 
technology tends to be much more sophisticated. The result of the CIA's calcu- 
lation is that the USSR appears to spend a great deal more on the military than the 
USA. But the calculation has the weakness that if American costs go up, so too 
does the CIA's version of the USSR’s military budget. Thus, if US soldiers get a 
pay increase, the perceived Soviet budget goes up accordingly. 

Sivard and SIPRI use different techniques, partly based on calculating a sup- 
posed ‘military’ exchange rate. Both find that the USA and USSR spend about the 
same on their armed forces. 


We concluded that the cartogram, because it provides approximate rather than 
detailed comparisons, would be the most effective and judicious technique for 
showing international comparison. We advise readers not to try to calculate 
exactly each state’s proportion of the global total. Broad comparisons and con- 
trasts count for much more. 

In charting the rate of growth of military spending, we did not include 
countries in which hyperinflation causes insurmountable statistical problems. We 
began with 1973 for Bangladesh and 1975 for Mozambique. And in identifying 
states whose military spending remained stable across the decade, we allowed a 
margin of error of 5 per cent either way. This reflects the inescapable imprecision 
in all such comparisons. 

General economic data are reported more slowly than that for military spend- 
ing. We use Sivard’s figures for Map 24: The Military Bite because they are more 
comprehensive and include military spending and Gross National Product (GNP) 
in the same prices. Although Sivard’s figures should not be used for comparing 
military spending over time, they are sufficiently reliable for presenting the pro- 
portion of GNP spent on the military. 


The contrasts between the power and wealth of the superpowers and the rest of 25. Goliaths 
the world are so striking that reservations about the data, though still relevant, are 
less important than for Maps 23 and 24. Sivard was used as the source for this map 
because it is more comprehensive than SIPRI and because the lag in reporting 
Gross National Products makes the lesser immediacy of her figures on military 
spending less important. 

In the comparisons between the military spending of the superpowers and the 
GNPs of the rest, three countries straddle the divisions we have used in the colour 
code. Niger's 1978 GNP was slightly over 1 per cent of Soviet military spending, 
but slightly under 1 per cent of the USA's; Peru straddles the 10 per cent mark, and 
Turkey straddles the 50 per cent mark. 

In comparing military spending with the military contracts of top US corpora- 
tions, two points are worth noting. First, the figures for a single year are a snapshot: 
for example, in 1980 General Dynamics was still the top US contractor but the value 
of its contracts was several hundred million dollars below its 1978 level. Second, 
these comparisons are based on contracts with the US Department of Defense; 
exports are not included. 


Military personnel are full-time, uniformed members of the regular armed forces as 26. Under Arms 
reported for July 1981 in The Military Balance 1981-1982. Excluded are members of 
paramilitary forces, special forces, covert forces. Medical personnel are physicians 
on the live register (excluding military physicians), registered midwives, and 
qualified, assistant and practical nurses as reported for 1977 in World Health 
Statistics 1980. In each case these were the latest figures available at the time of 
undertaking the research. 

The figures need to be interpreted cautiously. Medical statistics tend to encom- 
pass all the people trained formally in ‘western’ allopathic medicine and to ignore 
‘traditional’ homeopathic healing and unregistered midwives. Even when the same 
categories are used, comparisons in different countries between military and 
medical personnel are not always made on the same basis. The relative size of the 
military is overstated in 22 countries: Afghanistan, Argentina, Brazil, Chad, Chile, 
Congo, Guyana, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, Oman, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom 
and Zambia. The reverse is true in eleven countries where the relative size of the 
military is understated: Burma, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, Ghana, Pakistan, Portugal, 
Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Zimbabwe. The world average is distorted in favour 
of medical personnel. 

Figures for military reserves are the least reliable. They tend to be exaggerated 
as much by hostile propagandists as by complacent high commands, except in the 
very few countries where reserves form an essential, quickly-mobilisable force. 


The estimates on which this map is based are, in our view, little short of heroic. 27. Allin a Day's Work 
That is, they represent a series of informed guesses. On the face of it, it is 


28. Shuttle Service 


astonishing that such an exercise should be necessary. Yet the total employment 
provided by the international military order is a subject on which there is very little 
information. 

A United Nations estimate, published in 1977, set the world ratio between non- 
uniformed and uniformed employment at just under 3:1 — 60 million engaged in 
military-related work, compared with 22 million in the armed forces. Figures are 
available from some countries for civil servants. For fewer countries, figures are 
available for employment in corporations working on military contracts. Figures for 
employment on sub-contracts are yet patchier. 

The most ambitious studies to date are those by Wassily Leontief and Faye 
Duchin, working at the Institute of Economic Analysis at New York University. 
They represent an important achievement and we use them for Map 32: /ndustrial 
Muscle (see below), but they are unfortunately flawed for our purposes here. 

The estimates for this map begin with the figures used for Map 26: Under Arms, 
on the size of total armed forces. Using the figures available for some countries, we 
were able to establish a moderately firm basis for the employment ratio between 
the economic tail and military teeth in states at or near the apex of the interna- 
tional military order. For other states, we adjusted the ratio to reflect the scale of 
the arms industry, if any (see Map 29: The Arms Makers and Map 33: Sharing the 
Spoils), and random knowledge about the scale of state bureaucracies. 

The result is little more than an impressionistic sketch. It does more to indicate 
a yawning gap in basic knowledge than to fill it. It must be added that military- 
related employment is in any case rather fluid, as the composition of military 
spending fluctuates and as contracts are gained and completed. But we believe the 
results point in the right direction. In the present state of information about the 
subject, no greater ambition than that is worth entertaining. 


The USA and the USSR rely on each other far more than is shown in this map, for 
beyond the materials that enter into the making of a space shuttle there are the 
grain and high technology goods that flow in one direction and the other raw 
materials that flow in the other direction. 

South Africa is even more important as a supplier of strategic materials than the 
inset map suggests. For example, it is a major supplier of uranium to western 
countries. 

Total military consumption of raw materials is not known. But the USA's armed 
forces alone take more than 40 per cent of world titanium output; 11-14 per cent of 
aluminium, copper, lead and zinc; and some 10 per cent of a good few others. 

The import dependence of the two other major industrial centres of the world is 
as follows: 


EEG Japan EEC Japan 
percentages percentages 
Aluminium/Bauxite 74 100 Manganese 99 95 
Antimony 95 _ Nickel 99 98 
Asbestos 94 98 Platinum group 100 100 
Cadmium 100 = Silver 93 71 
Chromium 98 94 Tantalum 100 = 
Cobalt 100 100 Tin 88 94 
Columbium 100 = Titanium 100 = 
Copper 91 95 Tungsten 99 100 
Iron ore 82 99 Vanadium 99 100 


Lead 69 78 Zinc 80 69 


The relative scale of arms making is shown by the designation of countries as 29. The Arms Makers 
major, medium or minor arms makers. Major arms makers are virtually or actually 
self-sufficient in designing and producing weapons in all four categories and a 
range of equipment in each. They are all important arms exporters. Minor arms 
makers are largely dependent on imports to equip their forces, but do have some 
production capacity. Their arms manufacturers usually use foreign designs for which 
they have purchased a production license, although some of these states have a 
limited design capacity for some weapons. Medium arms makers fall in between. 
These are states with some development capacity, but usually not for all the equip- 
ment they produce. They are self-sufficient in a few types of equipment, import a 
large proportion of their arms and, with some exceptions, export relatively limited 
quantities. 

Inevitably there remain great differences within each category — for example 
between the superpowers and the rest of the major arms makers, or between 
countries like Norway and Sweden at the top end of the medium arms makers and 
countries like Singapore and Indonesia at the bottom end. 

To provide an overall picture of world arms production, armaments are divided 
into four categories. Three of them — aerospace, ships and armoured vehicles — are 
self-explanatory. The fourth is a looser category and encompasses artillery, small 
arms, shells, bombs and bullets, because some of these are grouped together in our 
sources. 


The two major sources of information on the international arms trade are the 30. The Arms Sellers 
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) and the US Arms Control 31. The Arms Buyers 
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA). There are major discrepancies between them. 
Some can be explained by the fact that SIPRI includes only major weapons in its 
figures, while ACDA includes all arms shipments, and then again by SIPRI's inclu- 
sion of the value of production licenses. Further discrepancies are revealed when 
figures from either SIPRI or ACDA are compared with the figures provided by 
exporting states. 

Since the two sets of information cannot be reconciled, we have opted to use 
SIPRI's, on the grounds that it is an independent institution whereas ACDA is part 
of the US Department of State. SIPRI’s figures are certainly as widely respected and 
used as those of ACDA — perhaps more so. 

Both SIPRI and ACDA exclude the clandestine trade which continues beneath 
the surface of world affairs. This clandestine trade is not only a matter of purchases 
by terrorist groups. 

All in all, information on the arms trade is especially dubious, which is why 
SIPRI’s own warning on that score is included in Map 30: The Arms Sellers. 
Particular problems attach to figures for arms exports by the USSR; the reasons for 
this are similar to those which make figures on Soviet military spending so 
problematic (see note to Map 23. Hey, Big Spender). 

Although we used SIPRI’s information for the market shares of the main 
exporters, ACDA’s was more conveniently arranged for revealing the growing 
number of permanent arms exporters. The period covered by the information on 
market shares on the map is different from the period covered in the pie chart, and 
different again from the period covered by the information on the permanent 
exporters. 

SIPRI notes that the scale of Libyan arms exports at the end of the 1970s does 
not indicate a general trend. Libyan arms exports had previously been very low, but 
were increased by large re-sales of aircraft and armoured vehicles during 1979. 
Syria was the major customer. This example also makes the point that it is not 
necessary to have an arms industry in order to be an arms exporter: second-hand 
weapons are common in the international arms market. 

In Map 31: The Arms Buyers, the graph showing third world arms imports by 
region uses a moving average. This means that the figure given for any year (say 
1970) is actually the average for the five-year period in which that is the middle 
year (thus, 1968-72). This removes sudden fluctuations from one year to another 
which could be caused by a sudden boost in real trade, but might just as easily be 
caused by a hiccough in the data. The graph therefore shows the long-term trend of 
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35. Military Rule 
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arms imports and that trend is ominously clear. 


The estimates on which this map is based are every bit as heroic as those in 
Map 27: All in a Day's Work. But in this case, the heroism is not ours. Here we 
utilise the estimates made by Wassily Leontief and Faye Duchin, working at the 
Institute of Economic Analysis in New York University. Their achievement is to 
provide some basis on which to assess the distribution of military- industrial 
output. There are two major flaws. First, their estimates are based on official 
figures provided by the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency {ACDA). It is a 
standard feature of such figures to underestimate the USA relative to the USSR in 
all things military. They have been caught out on numerous occasions, but the 
practice continues. Second, though they may satisfy formal economic criteria, 
Leontief and Duchin collapse the world’s states into fifteen regions which have no 
political or military and little geographic rationale. 

We record on the map our suspicions of this comparison of US and Soviet 
output. But the estimates are probably about right in showing the degree to which 
output is concentrated in a rather small number of countries. That is, the estimates 
unmistakably reveal the basic hierarchy of the international military order. 


The details of operational performance which would be required for a full evalu- 
ation of the weapons used in the South Atlantic war of 1982 remain classified 
secrets in both Argentina and the UK. Only those two states, any other states with 
which they share secrets, and the USA (see Map 12: Star Wars and Map 20: The 
US Network) can have the information required for a systematic judgement about 
the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of different weapons. But a great many 
impressionistic judgements have been made, including some which are probably 
quite reliable. It is these that we have drawn on to evaluate the performance of 
weapons. 

Costs of weapons are not always easily available. Where they are not in official 
or other public literature, we were able to glean bits and pieces of information and 
from these we have made reasonable deductions. 

The weapon systems shown in this map do not add up to a comprehensive list 
of the systems used in the war. Nor are they necessarily the most important. The 
common soldier's rifle, iron bombs and artillery shells all have an equal claim in 
that regard. We have, instead, shown the weaponry on which the press focussed 
its interest. 

The Dagger/Nasher, which in the map we show as made in France as well as 
Israel, is actually manufactured only in Israel from a French design. 


Fifty-three of the 160 states for which there is information were ruled by their 
military forces at some time since the end of the second world war. Thirty-one of 
these were under military rule in 1981-82. 

These were countries in which the military governed directly under edicts 
promulgated by themselves, and ones which they ruled effectively although 
indirectly, having adopted the appearance as well as the appurtenances of civilian 
power. They include countries in which the military have become entrenched in all 
aspects of civil government (Paraguay) as well as those in which the military 
authority is foreign (Afghanistan). Not included are: countries wholly or partly under 
martial law where a renewal of military authority is required; states where the 
military are very influential but not in control (Israel, Jordan); or where the head of 
state is a career officer with continuing ties with the military but whose rule does 
not depend upon them (Guinea, Zaire). 

Popular expectations are moulded by hearsay and tradition as well as by direct 
experience. This is as true of military rule as of any other public arrangement and 
explains to some extent the recurrence of military rule once it has taken place. 


The military function as a civil police force in a number of circumstances: where 
large sections of the population are actively opposed to the government; where 
the-civil police are weak, or demoralised, or suddenly overwhelmed; where the 
governing classes are faction-ridden and organised around different branches of 
the state; where a country is under military rule or martial law. The absence of 
military policing of the general population indicates no more than that these 


eircumstances do not obtain. It says nothing about the state of human rights in 
the country. 

‘Violent policing’ refers to those activities of armed forces when they confront 
unarmed and unfocussed opposition. A common example is the use of armies 
against demonstrators and rioters. These actions may occur as an adjunct to a 
counter-insurgency war, and the different kinds of confrontation often shade into 
each other. 

Some policing functions frequently undertaken by the military have been 
ignored: notably the forced repatriation of refugees which occurs commonly in large 
parts of Africa and South East Asia. We have also left out such activities as pro- 
viding essential services in the course of a strike. 

In determining a country’s main army mission we have had to simplify as well as 
rely on informed judgement. The United Kingdom army, for example, is trained for 
external war, yet some of its training and most of its recent experience of war — 
apart from the South Atlantic episode of early 1982 — are as a counter- insurgency 
force in Northern Ireland. 

While no link is intended between an army’s domestic mission and 
‘disappearances’, it is nonetheless true that garrison armies are in a favourable 
position to carry them out. 


The USA was responsible for about 80 per cent of the accidents and incidents with 37. Broken Arrows, Bent 
nuclear weapons shown on this map. This only shows that more information has Spears 
been extracted there than anywhere else. Even so, it is far from certain that the list 
of US accidents and incidents is complete; very little of the information on the map 
was provided willingly. We are therefore confident that the real number of mishaps 
is considerably greater. 

The accidental launchings of nuclear-tipped surface-to-air missiles referred to in 
the text were authoritatively reported, but without dates or places. The accident 
record on the Titan intercontinental missiles came to light in the wake of an 
accident in 1980, when a Titan exploded, hurling its warhead several hundred 
metres. The information on false alerts in 1979 and 1980 was revealed in a 
Congressional enquiry into the problem, after an apparent spate of widely 
publicised false alerts; it became evident that what had previously been public 
knowledge was only the tip of an iceberg. 

There have been other US accidents on which information is incomplete. 

In 1950, somewhere at sea, an aircraft jettisoned a nuclear bomb. Sometime, 
somewhere in the Arctic, there was an unspecified accident. In 1968, a Polaris 
submarine collided with a merchant ship which then sank. US submarines have, at 
various times, collided with Soviet submarines and with a Vietnamese minesweeper, 
have surfaced under a Soviet warship and have run aground in Soviet territorial 
waters. There have also been literally hundreds of crashes by aircraft which 
normally or occasionally carry nuclear weapons, and which may or may not have 
had them on board at the time of the crash. This last item, of course, applies to all 
the states which deploy nuclear weapons. 

In providing information about what occurred in each incident, we have shown 
only the most serious element of the event. Thus, accidents in which there was a 
fire or explosion followed by a radiation leak are simply shown as having released 
radiation. 

‘Broken Arrow’ and ‘Bent Spear’ are US categories. We have applied them to 
British, French and Soviet accidents. The official definition of a Broken Arrow is an 
event which involves accidental or unauthorised launching of a weapon, or a 
nuclear detonation, or a non-nuclear detonation of a nuclear weapon, or burning, or 
radioactive contamination, or loss or theft of a nuclear weapon, or where there is an 
actual or implied public hazard. A Bent Spear is an event which involves evident 
damage to nuclear weapons or components, or which requires immediate safety 
action, or which could result in an adverse public reaction. 

We think the last point is particularly revealing about the official mind. 


The military devours huge and increasing quantities of materials (see Map 24: The 38. The Martyred Earth 
Military Bite and Map 28: Shuttle Service). Not only does it spill an ever-increasing 
proportion of its growing destructive power into the environment, it also claims 
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larger and larger areas for tests and training. 

The bigger and more mechanised the army, the more room per soldier does it 
require for training: an infantry battalion (750 soldiers) needs 1200 hectares for 
manoeuvres; a brigade (5000 soldiers) needs 18,000 hectares; an armoured 
division (10-15,000 soldiers with up to 300 armoured vehicles) needs optimally 
66,400 hectares. In the USA, the area for training in air-to-ground attack using 
ordinary bombs is 1500 hectares; when using air-to-ground missiles it is 20,400 
hectares. The area for nuclear weapons testing can be immense: the US test of 
1954 at Bikini Atoll, Marshall Islands, spread radioactive contamination over more 
than two million hectares. 

The number of US military personnel killed in battle during the second world 
war, the Korean war and the second Indochina war dropped in the ratio of 15:2:1 
per month; and the number of battle deaths among the forces opposed to the US 
dropped in the same ratio. But US spending on munitions went up in the ratio of 
1:5:7; US spending on munitions per enemy soldier killed went up 1:6:18; and the 
weight of munitions used by the US went up 1:8:26. 

During the second world war, 31 per cent of Allied air attacks were ‘area 
bombings’ against ill-defined targets, usually urban. During the Korean war, 74 per 
cent of US air attacks were against even less defined (usually rural) area targets. 
During the USA’s war in Vietnam, 85 per cent of its air attacks were of this nature. 


Reliability is a compound of loyalty and morale. Forces with high morale may be 
unreliable if they are likely to attempt to take over state power. Armed forces which 
are unlikely to attempt a coup may be unreliable if they suffer from morale 
problems, whether from low pay, poor conditions, defeat in war or anything else. 
Different sections of the forces may vary in their attitudes and allegiance. 

For this map we sought judgements on the loyalty and morale of as many armed 
forces as possible. We used a rough three-point scale to classify the evaluations, 
and then synthesised them into a five-point scale for overall reliability. The result is, 
inevitably, somewhat impressionistic. 

The reliability of the ‘other ranks’ in a conscript army may be more tenuous than 
in a volunteer force. When the right to conscientious objection is denied or limited, 
this increases the degree of coercion involved in conscription. However, the 
information available, especially outside Europe and North America, is so scarce 
and outdated that we felt unable to indicate in the map the legal status of 
conscientious objection. Mexico and Nicaragua both have volunteer regular forces, 
but Mexico has a conscripted part-time militia, and Nicaragua has provisions for 
using conscription in an emergency. 


The news media do not specialise in accurate or comprehensive reporting of 
disarmament movements. It is therefore very possible that this map omits the 
activities of more than one disarmament movement. 

The map also includes three seeming anomalies. In East Germany we show that 
there was both an official demonstration (autumn 1981) and an independent 
movement suffering harrassment. This was indeed the case at the end of 1982. In 
the USSR, a small committee in Moscow began independent disarmament 
activities in summer 1982. Groups in other cities followed suit. But the indepen- 
dent demonstration that took place there was organised by a group of Scandinavian 
women who, with official permission, made a peace march into the USSR. In 
Turkey, early 1982, the entire executive of the Turkish Peace Association was 
arrested by the military regime, and by the end of the year, no other group had 
emerged to take its place. 
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